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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Public education continues to be criticized for inadequate 
performance. The concern is for more effective preparation of the 
nation's young people so that they may make contributions in a more 
complex, competitive, global society. The publication of A Nation at Risk 
(Superintendent of Documents, 1983) triggered a number of studies, 
reports, and reform efforts designed to identify and implement 
improvements in the American system of public education. 
One aspect of the quality of an educational system, and therefore an 
important target for improvement, is the performance of the people who are 
responsible for teaching, management, and operation of the system. If the 
extent to which these individuals carry out their duties and 
responsibilities effectively can be measured and the higher performers can 
be distinguished from the lower performers, then one basis for improving 
the quality of the education will have been found. 
This study addresses effective performance evaluation measurement for 
district level administrators responsible for curriculum and instruction 
in the school district. 
Much attention in the study of administrator performance has been 
given to the role of the principal. Wimpelberg (1988), however, argues 
that "the study of the principalship is on the wane" (p. 302). He sees 
increasing signs of attention turning to the "superintendency," but 
suggests that the focus is not on the political aspects of the 
superintendency in working with the board of education and the community, 
Rather, the "interest is in central-office efforts to control, coordinate, 
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or otherwise influence instructional effectiveness and student achievement 
outcomes" (p. 303). He concludes that central office involvement in 
classroom learning is infrequent, but is probably necessary if school 
improvement is to become widespread. 
According to Glatthorn (1987), boards of education, as well as 
superintendents themselves, perceive superintendents as relatively weak in 
the area of curriculum. Therefore, superintendents appoint specialists to 
direct curriculum and instruction. As the enrollment of a school district 
reaches 2,000 students, the leadership role for curriculum and instruction 
at the district level is commonly delegated by the superintendent to 
another position in the central office; an assistant superintendent for 
curriculum and instruction or a director, perhaps an executive director, 
of curriculum. Accepting Wimpelberg's premise that central office 
involvement in classroom learning (presumably through curriculum and 
instructional development, monitoring and evaluation, and leadership for 
improvement efforts) is an essential ingredient to instructional 
effectiveness and student learning, then high-quality performance by 
central office curriculum leaders is essential. 
Important characteristics of performance measures have been identified 
by Stufflebeam (1988) and by Menne (1972). Recently, the Joint Committee 
on Standards for Educational Evaluation, chaired by Stufflebeam, created 
The Personnel Evaluation Standards: How to Assess Systems for Evaluating 
Educators (Stufflebeam, 1988). The committee has members from 13 
professional organizations representing teachers, principals, 
superintendents, school board members, curriculum developers, testing 
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specialists, and psychologists. Among the personnel evaluation standards 
for accuracy are valid measurement and reliable measurement. 
Menne (1972) stressed the importance of using multiple raters, 
obtaining agreement among raters (reliability), and discrimination among 
performance levels of individuals. By using multiple raters, individual 
bias can be reduced and greater reliability obtained. By identifying 
discriminating criterion items, the distinguishing characteristics of high 
performers can be identified. 
Following the suggestion of Menne, the evaluation procedures used in 
this study involve multiple raters. Using many raters who are 
knowledgeable of the curriculum administrator's work and the results of 
curriculum development activities in the district provides reliability and 
enhances the discrimination power of criteria items. 
Research efforts using multiple raters and the statistical treatment 
for determining significant discrimination described by Menne and Tolsma 
(1971) have identified valid, reliable, and discriminating performance 
criteria for several key school system personnel groups. These studies 
were a planned series in the School Improvement Model Project at Iowa 
State University under the direction of Professor Richard Manatt. 
Hidlebaugh (1973) identified 93 teacher evaluation items which were found 
to be valid, reliable, and discriminating among high-, medium-, and low-
performing teachers. Green (1990) identified 49 of 50 substitute teacher 
performance items that significantly discriminated among 64 substitute 
teachers. Uhl (1988) found that 73 of 74 valid counselor items 
significantly discriminated among the performance levels of a sample of 
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58 counselors. Look (1983) found that 49 of 50 valid items for principal 
evaluation significantly discriminated among the performance levels of 29 
principals. Lueders (1987), in addressing the problem of superintendent 
evaluation, found that 51 of 87 valid items had the quality of inter-rater 
reliability and significant discrimination among performance levels of 
superintendents when ratings were made by seven members of the boards of 
education in the districts the superintendents served. When the rating 
groups were expanded to include at least eight principals and/or 
"knowledgeable others," 71 of the 87 items were significantly 
discriminating. 
Although these studies did not seek to evaluate individual 
performance, the data collection procedure advocated was the use of 
multiple, knowledgeable raters. Hidlebaugh (1973) pointed out, however, 
that the criterion items must describe behavior that the raters have been 
able to observe. Therefore, observability of the behavior described in 
the item must be considered in a data collection procedure which uses 
multiple observers. Knowledgeable raters, those likely to have observed 
the behavior and results associated with the criterion items, for district 
level curriculum administrators could include the superintendent, central 
office administrator to whom the curriculum administrator reports, members 
of the board of education, staff members reporting to the curriculum 
administrator, principals, and teachers who have worked on curriculum 
development projects. Manatt (1988) has pointed out the growing use of 
multiple sources of data, including multiple raters, for administrator 
performance evaluation In progressive school districts. 
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To identify valid criterion items for teachers, counselors, 
principals, and superintendents, Hidlebaugh (1973), Uhl (1988), Look 
(1983), and Lueders (1987) gathered items from literature reviews, job 
descriptions, performance appraisal instruments, and critical work 
activities from time logs. The items were reviewed by panels of experts 
including practitioners in the field and the researchers to determine face 
validity, to eliminate duplication, and to categorize the items. The 
methodology described by Menne and Tolsma (1971) for identifying items 
which significantly discriminate among individuals at different 
performance levels was used to identify the discriminating items. 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem that this study addresses is the identification of valid, 
reliable, and discriminating evaluation criteria for public school 
administrators who are responsible for curriculum and instruction at the 
district level. Multiple, knowledgeable raters of performance are used. 
This position in a school district may carry various titles including 
assistant superintendent, associate superintendent, executive director, 
director, or coordinator for curriculum and/or instruction or elementary 
or secondary education. 
The Hypotheses 
The objective of the study is to identify valid, reliable, and 
discriminating evaluation criteria for district level curriculum 
administrators when multiple raters are used for performance data 
collection. Specific null hypotheses to be tested are the following: 
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1. No significant differences will be found in discrimi­
nating power of the selected evaluation criterion items, 
2. No significant differences will be found in appraisal 
ratings of discriminating items among raters grouped by 
position in the school district. 
3. No significant differences will be found in the ratings 
of discriminating items for curriculum administrators 
with different assignments. 
4. No significant differences will be found in ratings of 
discriminating items based on the enrollment of the 
district. 
5. No significant differences will be found in ratings of 
discriminating items based on other factors to be 
determined after a review of the characteristics of the 
sample of curriculum administrators. 
Definition of Terms 
The following definitions of terms have been used in this study: 
Valid item - A criterion item is considered valid for performance 
evaluation if it describes a responsibility or duty, a competency, or 
an accomplishment to be achieved by a district level curriculum 
administrator. 
Valid data collection - A data collection procedure which obtains data that 
is descriptive of the performance for which it is being collected. 
Reliable Item - A criterion item is considered to be reliable if there is 
low variance within the rater group for an individual curriculum 
administrator. 
Discriminating - A criterion item is considered to be discriminating if it 
has high variance among the curriculum administrators being rated 
while having low variance of ratings within the groups rating 
individual curriculum administrators. The methodology described by 
Menne and Tolsma (1971) is used to determine the significance of 
discrimination. 
Evaluation - The act of judging the quality of performance based on data 
that have been collected. 
Rating - The act of assigning a qualitative description from a hierarchy to 
a performance criterion item to indicate the perceived quality of an 
individual's performance. 
Overall performance - The aggregate rating of performance on all 
discriminating criteria items on an evaluation questionnaire. 
Multiple raters - The use of more than one individual to rate the 
performance of, in this case, a single curriculum administrator. 
Knowledgeable rater - A rater who indicates that he or she has observed the 
behavior or the result described by a criterion item by responding to 
the item with a rating rather than leaving the item blank; that is, 
not responding. 
Job assignment - The organizational functions assigned to a position. 
Job responsibility - The tasks which are assigned to an individual that are 
stated in the job description for the position. 
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Job outcomes - The organizational characteristics and qualities, staff 
behavior, and products which are the result of carrying out the job 
responsibilities. 
Job competencies - The general skills and knowledge that are needed to 
effectively perform the job in the educational environment. 
Delimitations of the Study 
This study focuses on the performance of district level curriculum 
administrators. District level curriculum administrators are managers who 
typically have other responsibilities as well. These responsibilities 
include such things as personnel functions and supervision of principals. 
This study does not address evaluation items related to these functions. 
They are, however, used as variables to determine if there are differences 
in performance among curriculum administrators who have these 
responsibilities and those who do not. 
Although some criterion items are taken from literature which relates 
to school or district effectiveness defined in terms of student learning 
outcomes, this study does not attempt to measure student learning or 
relate the performance of curriculum administrators to student learning. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The purpose of the review of literature is to identify specific items 
which describe the role of the district level curriculum administrator 
that are found in the literature and are generally accepted by researchers 
and those practicing in the field. These items will describe the job 
responsibilities, outcomes, and competencies and will fall within the 
general job assignment of the curriculum administrator. Job 
responsibilities and competencies provide behaviorally-based criteria. 
Job outcomes give effectiveness-based criteria (what the evaluatee 
accomplished). The responsibilities, outcomes, and competencies 
identified in the literature provide one source of evaluation items for 
the study. A second source of items is from the collection and analysis 
of job descriptions and evaluation instruments obtained from the field. 
The quantity of literature which addresses the role and function of 
district level curriculum administrators is small but appears to be 
growing. Wlmpelberg (1987) states that "we have the largest research base 
on teachers and principals and a lengthy literature on the chief school 
superintendent. Unfortunately, we know considerably less about the 
instructional leadership behavior of central office supervisors and 
intermediate administrators, particularly if they play a role in school 
effectiveness and school improvement" (p. 103). 
The school effectiveness studies have stimulated the initiation of 
similar research which focuses on the effectiveness of school districts. 
The characteristics of the superintendent and the superintendency 
contained in these studies provide important Information which supplements 
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the few studies that have been directed specifically at district level 
curriculum administrators. 
This chapter is organized into four sections. First, literature 
specifically relating to district level curriculum administrators is 
presented. The second section of this chapter reviews literature from the 
emerging school district effectiveness research with its implications for 
district level curriculum administrators identified. The third section 
summarizes the literature related to methodology of evaluation. Finally, 
a summary is presented which gives specific evaluation items for district 
level curriculum administrators. These items were all candidates for 
inclusion in the study's evaluation instrument. 
The Role of District Curriculum Administrators 
The role of the district level curriculum administrator is not one 
about which there is general agreement or consistency with respect to its 
functions and responsibilities. Costa (1984) found ambiguity with respect 
to what curriculum directors actually do. Plugge (1989) identified four 
problems related to the job roles of district level administrators of 
curriculum and instruction: "(1) lack of job role clarity; (2) inadequate 
training; (3) lack of authority; and (4) job function overload" (Plugge, 
1989, p. 25). 
Pankake (1990) lists "essential conditions" that must exist at the 
district level in order to improve student learning: 
- Outcomes expected of instruction must be described as student 
learning and be measurable/observable. 
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- The district should employ an independent auditor to check 
its performance. 
- The staff most hold the belief that students are capable of 
learning more than they have learned in the past. 
- The district should have a rational procedure for conducting 
curriculum improvement work and such work should be 
centralized rather than decentralized. 
- A district level person should be in charge of curriculum 
improvement work. 
Fry (1978) used a three-round Delphi technique involving 76 elementary 
teachers, 44 secondary teachers, and 35 curriculum directors in Illinois 
school districts with enrollments of 2,000 to 10,000 students to identify 
14 consensus items for curriculum director functions. These items are: 
1. Evaluate innovations in curriculum, educational 
technology, and school organizational patterns; 
2. Develop criteria by which to evaluate proposed 
changes in curriculum; 
3. Establish the long-range goals of curriculum 
and instruction in the district; 
4. Coordinate the work of curriculum committees in 
the district; 
5. Coordinate articulation between grade levels 
and between school units; 
6. Serve as a consultant on curriculum matters for 
the professional staff; 
7. Plan in-service programs for teachers; 
8. Coordinate changes in school district 
instructional goals; 
9. Confer with principals, teachers, and 
department heads about the effectiveness of the 
instructional goals; 
10. Explain to the school board the need for 
curriculum change ; 
11. Explain to the school board any changes in 
curriculum which have been made; 
12. Interpret the school program for school board 
members ; 
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13. Communicate with building principals concerning 
instructional problems in their buildings; 
14. Discuss curriculum needs with the 
superintendent (pp. 91-92). 
Plugge's (1989) review of the literature related to job functions 
included a review of authors writing about curriculum in schools and 
researchers who studied how curriculum directors spend their time. 
Plugge's summary list of job functions from the writings of Babcock 
(1965), McNeil (1985), Saylor and Alexander (1974), and Tanner and Tanner 
(1965) is the following: 
1. Investigates research, innovations, materials, 
and other curriculum development projects and 
communicates information about the projects to 
those associates concerned in order to promote 
change. 
2. Continuously evaluates current curriculum 
content, materials, and methods. 
3. Plans, organizes, and directs inservice 
programs for staff members. 
4. Defines the community's educational goals, 
focuses the curriculum on a limited set of 
goals, and provides control over development of 
individual areas. 
5. Selects instructional and evaluative materials 
necessary to meet educational goals. 
6. Moderates outside demands for change in the 
educational program. 
7. Communicates to the board of education and 
other citizen groups information regarding 
curriculum. 
8. Promotes curriculum experimentation and local 
research. 
9. Prepares written teacher and pupil guides and 
assists in the introduction of new programs. 
10. Provides for the distribution of curriculum 
materials and provides assistance in the 
implementation of new curriculum programs. 
11. Provides for resolution of conflicts between 
personnel and contradictions in instructional 
programs. 
12. Provides for the design and organization of the 
instructional program, articulating the program 
with scope and sequence. 
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13. Establishes and maintains cooperative working 
relationships with area colleges, universities, 
state and federal agencies. 
14. Develops balance in the curriculum. 
15. Coordinates accreditation Information. 
16. Schedules school terms and school calendars. 
17. Prepares budgets for instructional materials 
and supplies (pp. 17-19). 
The time studies of Christensen (1976), Doll (1978), Fry (1978), and 
Kirk (1983) provided the following list of job functions: 
1. Planning for improvement of the curriculum and 
of the curriculum development program, 
including long-range planning. 
2. Developing criteria by which to evaluate 
continuously both the appropriateness of the 
curriculum and the quality of the curriculum 
development program. 
3. Directing formation of points of view, 
policies, philosophies of education, and 
instructional goals. 
4. Directing development and distribution of 
curriculum materials. 
5. Using ready-made research data to evaluate 
innovations and promoting local research. 
6. Coordinating activities of special 
instructional personnel, supervisors, and 
principals concerning instructional problems. 
7. Working with guidance personnel to integrate 
curriculum and guidance functions. 
8. Coordinating the work of curriculum committees 
and including lay participation. 
9. Serving school personnel as technical 
consultant and advisor regarding curriculum and 
instructional problems. 
10. Planning, organizing, and directing inservice 
training projects. 
11. Interpreting and explaining current curriculum, 
school programs, and the need for curriculum 
change to the public and boards of education. 
12. Articulating instruction between grade levels 
and schools. 
13. Providing for new teacher orientation. 
14. Preparing budget recommendations. 
15. Assisting in teacher selection. 
16. Assisting in planning of new buildings. 
17. Completing questionnaires and information 
requests. 
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18. Attending national, state, and local 
conferences on education and reporting to local 
personnel. 
19. Conferring with commercial, educational, and 
other representatives visiting the school. 
20. Discussing the curriculum and instructional 
status and needs with the superintendent. 
21. Observing classroom teachers and assisting in 
teacher supervision and evaluation. 
22. Supervising federal programs. 
23. Serving as a member of community groups and 
actively participating in meetings of civic and 
community clubs. 
24. Coordinating district testing programs (Plugge, 
1989, pp. 20-22). 
From the writing of Babcock (1965), Doll (1978), Unruh (1976), Unruh 
and Unruh (1984), and materials from the American Association of School 
Administrators (1971) and the Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development (1960), Plugge (1989) identified the following job 
competencies of directors of curriculum and instruction: 
1, Work well with others. 
2. Utilize the talents of others. 
3. Motivate subordinates. 
4. Resolve conflicts. 
5. Develop trust. 
6. Know how children learn. 
7. Know how to motivate children. 
8. Communicate effectively. 
9. Respond and adapt to change. 
10. Involve others. 
11. Organize. 
12. Set priorities. 
13. Develop self. 
14. Know research findings. 
15. Plan and implement. 
16. Know the community's resources and needs 
17. Be energetic and ambitious. 
18. Be professional. 
19. Measure organizational effectiveness. 
20. Develop people. 
21. Practice good human relations. 
22. Use the principles of human growth and 
development. 
23. Know when to change the curriculum. 
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24, Use group process techniques, 
25, Be inventive. 
26, Solve problems. 
27, Know yourself. (See yourself as others see 
you) (pp. 23-25). 
Wimpelberg (1988) points out the importance of central office 
administration "knowing" about the culture and activities of the school. 
Specifically it is important that central administration know that the 
schools are attending to their own improvement and that central 
administrators pressure and support school people in their self-generated 
ways of making schools better. 
Effective School/District Research 
Murphy and Hallinger (1986) have initiated important research 
activities related to school district effectiveness. They identified 
three constructs related to school district effectiveness: 
These constructs include variables identified in 
studies of effective teaching and schooling, the 
concept of organizational coupling, and the functions 
of coordination and control as they relate to the role 
of management in improving productivity (Murphy and 
Hallinger, 1986, p. 215). 
These researchers interviewed superintendents in 12 California school 
districts classified as "instructionally effective school districts" 
(lESD). An lESD was defined as follows: 
...one in which there were high overall levels of 
achievement across subject areas, growth in 
achievement over time, and consistency in achievement 
across all subpopulations of students (Murphy and 
Hallinger, 1986, p. 216). 
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These districts were ones in which achievement test scores, when 
aggregated to the district level, consistently exceeded expected 
achievement levels based on student socioeconomic background. Based on 
their interviews, Hallinger and Murphy (1988) reported the following 
conditions, climate, and leadership behavior in lESD districts. 
Conditions 
The districts operated under conditions of labor peace, board support, 
and community acceptance. 
Climate 
The climate in the districts was characterized as follows: 
- A productivity focus with Improving student learning as the top 
priority. 
- An improvement focus despite the fact that the districts were 
already among the most instructionally effective. 
Improvement efforts were adopted for a multi-year period of time. 
- A problem solving focus that treated problems as issues to be 
resolved rather than barriers to action. 
- Quantitative data were used to supplement professional judgments of 
effectiveness. 
- The focus was internal with greater amounts of time and energy 
given to consideration of internal district operation, 
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Leadership 
District level impetus for curriculum and instructional 
characteristics similar to school effectiveness research findings were 
noted, including the following: 
- Goals focused predominantly on curriculum and instruction. 
- Curriculum and instruction had a high degree of centrality with a 
significant level of district coordination and control over school 
level teaching. 
- Administrators were selected on the basis of their knowledge of 
curriculum and instruction. 
- District developed training programs on the preferred instructional 
model and curricular expectations were "informally" required. 
- Superintendents provided direct leadership in the areas of 
curriculum and instruction through involvement in setting school 
system goals, selecting staff development activities, pressing 
school-district goal coordination, and supervising and evaluating 
principals. 
- District level staff inspected the implementation of district 
curriculum and instructional strategies. 
- Outcomes were closely inspected. 
- Test scores were linked to personal evaluation. 
- There was a sense that the curriculum and instructional approaches 
emphasized could promote student learning. 
- There was structured, district level control with school autonomy. 
Typically a "funnelled decision making" process was used which 
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allowed broad input related to implementation but tight control 
over decisions related to outcomes and evaluation. 
- There was strong central leadership with an active administrative 
team; superintendents made decisions, but relied heavily on the 
expertise of staff. 
Based on these findings described by Murphy and Hallinger, it is 
appropriate and important for district level administrators for curriculum 
and instruction to coordinate and to exercise control over the curriculum 
and instruction in the school district. This coordination and control 
responsibility should be reflected in the behavior which is observed by 
others. 
The management control characteristics which Murphy and Hallinger 
(1988) reported are in sharp contrast to those reported by Hannaway and 
Sproull (1978). Hannaway and Sproull studied the activities of 55 
district level administrators and their interactions with building level 
activities and managers. They concluded: 
...our results are clear enough to suggest that 
assumptions about explicit coordination and control 
based on a bureaucratic model of organizations are 
questionable for educational organizations. The 
technical tasks associated with producing student 
learning are not supervised, managed, or coordinated 
in any serious sense across managerial levels in 
school districts (Hannaway and Sproull, 1978, p. 4). 
Peterson, Murphy, and Hallinger (1987), using data obtained from the 
12 California school districts reported by Murphy and Hallinger (1988), 
studied the management control, coordination, and assessment practices in 
these effective school districts. Although the status of their 
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investigation is exploratory and descriptive and is based on 
superintendents' self-reports, they believe that "a relatively accurate 
picture of the control systems that superintendents believe they have 
established in these districts" (p. 83) is given. In comparison to the 
control and coordination studies findings for the general population of 
school districts, such as the study of Hannaway and Sproull (1978), they 
found some differences. The findings of Hannaway and Sproull (1978) 
support the conclusion that educational organizations are loosely coupled 
organizations and that the activities of management seem to be only 
marginally related to the production of student learning in schools and 
classrooms. Instead of the "weak and attenuated" control over the 
technical core activities (classroom instruction), Peterson, Murphy, and 
Hallinger (1987) found considerable control was exercised in the effective 
school districts through four mechanisms: 
1. required staff training, 
2. superintendents' expectations that preferred instructional 
approaches would be translated into school level goals and teacher 
objectives and be a part of the evaluation of principals and 
teachers, 
3. teacher evaluation, and 
4. the use of test scores either formally or informally in the 
evaluation of principals and teachers. 
They found that the central office provided specific support to 
principals in evaluation, development, and dismissal of teachers. The 
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support took the form of access to legal expertise, assistance with 
establishing development plans, and assistance with teacher observation. 
To control implementation of the district curriculum, which typically 
established district-wide required student curricular expectations and 
objectives, the effective districts used the following methods: 
- assisting the teaching staff in the development of standards, 
- making the standards the focus of district staff development 
activities, 
- direct observation of curriculum being taught in classrooms, and 
- the use of student progress on curriculum standards in the 
evaluation of principals and teachers. 
These inspection functions were carried out by principals and district 
level administrators as well as the superintendent. Other control 
mechanisms included: 
- emphasis on linkage between district, school, and classroom goals, 
- the focus of principal evaluation on the principal's ability to help 
teachers, 
- principal selection based on demonstrated expertise in curriculum 
and the preferred instructional models, and 
- priority given to district goals in the allocation of funds. 
Wimpelberg (1987) notes that a growing number of research studies are 
suggesting that the predominance of "top-down" decisions appears to be 
dysfunctional, but that an interactive approach to decision making in a 
combination of "top-down" and "bottom-up" collaborations fosters 
instructional improvements. Wimpelberg argues that "instructional 
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leadership can take the shape of a pattern of process-expectations coupled 
with firmly directive actions that make instructional improvements a 
reality, without making any particular template for all classrooms and 
schools" (p. 106). He goes on to suggest five propositions which describe 
the qualities of the central office role that can lead to improved 
instruction: 
1. Instruction in most schools is not likely to improve unless 
leadership consciousness at the district level develops in such a 
way as to forge linkages between school and central office, among 
schools, and among teachers within schools. 
2. The best linkages are forged, not through centralized 
instructional prescriptions, but through an exchange process in 
which the central office and school administrators simultaneously 
challenge and support each other. 
3. The central office personnel with the highest potential for 
exercising instructional leadership are intermediate 
administrators who have organizational authority to supervise and 
evaluate princ ioals and the expert and referent authority to 
support them. 
4. The primary responsibility of the intermediate administrator is to 
see that every school principal develops both a technical 
(management skills, pedagogy, and curriculum) and cultural 
(meaning, relevance, and value) consciousness of the school. 
5. The instructional leadership role of the central office 
administrator requires a new kind of intimacy with schools. This 
22 
requires attention and interaction over a period of time, 
effective communications, and the central office administrator 
obtaining accurate knowledge of the school's operation and 
accomplishment in the areas of curriculum and instruction. 
Summary of Evaluation Procedures 
The evaluation of central office administrators, particularly those 
involved with instructional leadership, is not a well-researched area 
(Wimpelberg, 1987; Manatt, 1988). Yet central office administrators play 
key roles in efforts to improve the quality of instruction (Wimpelberg, 
1988; Murphy and Hallinger, 1988). The need for research to identify 
valid, reliable, and discriminating evaluation criteria and to establish 
procedures for data collection for curriculum administrators is clear. 
The use of multiple sources of data in the evaluation process is 
important (Manatt, 1988). Peterson, Murphy, and Hallinger (1987) 
emphasized organizational characteristics, procedures, and products as 
being important indicators of quality. These include preferred teaching 
method, teacher evaluation, staff training, and the testing program. The 
ideal evaluation program for curriculum administrators would include 
information about these items. One way to gather some data about such 
items, when direct observation or interviews are not possible or 
practical, is to include items related to them on an evaluation 
questionnaire. This can be coupled with the use of multiple, 
knowledgeable raters to broaden the source of data. 
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The use of multiple raters for evaluating educational administrators 
is also important to reduce bias and to increase reliability (Menne, 1972) 
and to provide upward feedback that progressive educational organizations 
(Manatt, 1988) and private sector organizations (Robinson, 1990) find 
important in improvement efforts. 
Multiple raters have been used to help identify discriminating 
evaluation criteria items for several positions in educational 
organizations: teachers (Hidlebaugh, 1973), substitute teachers (Green, 
1990), counselors (Uhl, 1988), principals (Look, 1983), and 
superintendents (Lueders, 1987). 
Summary of Potential Criterion Items 
As Wimpelberg (1987) notes, there is relatively little literature that 
focuses on the leadership behavior of central office administrators other 
than the superintendent. The review of responsibilities and competencies 
of district level curriculum administrators of Plugge (1989) provided a 
base of items which were supplemented by the writings of Pankake (1990), 
Fry (1978), and Wimpelberg (1988). 
Because the interest of this study is in the identification of 
performance evaluation items that are valid as well as discriminating, the 
emerging research related to effective school districts was considered in 
the search for items (Murphy and Hallinger, 1988; Peterson, Murphy, and 
Hallinger, 1987). The rationale is that behavior which leads to 
organizational characteristics associated with effective school districts, 
that Is, school districts where student achievement Is high and equitable 
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among ethnic and socio-economic groups, are indeed important performance 
characteristics of district level curriculum administrators. 
In this last section of the review of literature, the potential items 
for inclusion in the study's evaluation instrument are summarized. This 
summary was done by classifying items from the literature into job 
responsibilities, outcomes, and competencies related to the job assignment 
of district level curriculum administrators. It is important to include 
outcomes, the actual accomplishment of desired results, as well as 
behavioral performance related to competencies and responsibilities 
(Manatt, 1988), 
Job assignment 
Job assignment is the list of organizational functions assigned to a 
position. The literature review produced six job functions: 
1. Curriculum and instruction. 
2. Staff development. 
3. Testing program. 
4. Selection of personnel. 
5. Evaluation of personnel. 
6. Management. 
Job responsibilities are the tasks which are assigned to an individual 
that are stated in the job description for the position. The following 
job responsibilities were identified in the literature review. They are 
categorized by the job functions. 
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Curriculum and instruction Job responsibilities related to 
curriculum and instruction: 
1. Investigates and evaluates research and innovations in curriculum, 
instruction, and school organization. 
2. Establishes long-range goals for curriculum and instruction in the 
district. 
3. Ensures curriculum articulation between grade levels and school 
units. 
4. Identifies curriculum and instructional needs and problems. 
5. Communicates and interprets the curriculum and instructional 
program to the board of education, community, and school staff. 
6. Evaluates curriculum and instructional programs. 
7. Directs the process for selection of instructional materials 
including textbooks. 
8. Coordinates accreditation procedures. 
Staff development Job responsibilities related to staff 
development : 
1. Plans, organizes, and directs staff development programs. 
2. Provides for new teacher orientation. 
Testing program Job responsibilities related to the testing 
program: 
1. Manages the district testing program. 
2. Directs the process for selection of evaluation and testing 
materials. 
3. Interprets test scores. 
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Management Job responsibilities related to management: 
1. Directs the work of curriculum committees. 
2. Prepares budgets for Instructional materials and curriculum 
development. 
3. Evaluates the curriculum and instructional development process. 
4. Coordinates the work of curriculum specialists and supervisors. 
5. Prepares proposals for external grants. 
6. Assists with teacher selection and evaluation. 
7. Coordinates the development of the school calendar. 
Job outcomes 
Job outcomes are organizational characteristics, behavior, and 
products which are the result of carrying out the job responsibilities. 
The majority of job outcomes produced by the review of literature relate 
to the job function of curriculum and instruction. Below are the job 
outcomes identified in the literature review classified by job function. 
Curriculum and instruction Job outcomes related to curriculum and 
instruction: 
1. Student outcomes are stated in measurable terms. 
2. Curriculum development procedures are well defined and well 
understood by the staff. 
3. Long-range goals of the district focus on curriculum, instruction, 
and improving student learning. 
4. Functional, useful curriculum guides are developed. 
27 
5. Teachers regularly use curriculum guides during instructional 
planning and implementation. 
6. Guidance personnel are involved in curriculum development. 
7. Improvement plans are multi-year. 
8. Program effectiveness is measured using quantitative data (e.g., 
test scores) to supplement professional judgment. 
9. Achievement of learning outcomes is closely monitored. 
10. Schools have broad input into implementation decisions. 
11. District curriculum administration plays a strong role in 
curriculum outcomes and evaluation decisions. 
12. Preferred instructional approaches and methods have been clearly 
identified in the district. 
13. Teaching staff has high confidence that the district's preferred 
Instructional approaches will effectively promote student 
learning. 
14. There is a clear relationship between district and school level 
goals. 
Staff development Job outcomes related to staff development: 
1. Staff development is related to the district's preferred 
instructional approaches and is required. 
Testinp. program Job outcomes related to the testing program: 
1. Test scores are used in personnel evaluation of principals and 
teachers. 
2. Program effectiveness is measured using quantitative data to 
supplement professional judgment. 
28 
Personnel Job outcomes related to selection and evaluation of 
personnel: 
1. Administrator selection is based on knowledge of curriculum and 
instruction. 
2. Test scores are used in personnel evaluation of principals and 
teachers. 
3. Support is given to teacher evaluators related to legal advice, 
establishing development plans, and teacher observation. 
4. Principals are evaluated in terras of their skill in evaluating 
teachers. 
Job competencies 
Job competencies are general skills and knowledge that are needed to 
effectively carry out the job functions in the educational environment. 
In addition, personal characteristics such as philosophy and personality 
are included as competencies. The literature review suggests that it is 
desirable for curriculum administrators to have relatively high competence 
in the following areas: 
1. Philosophy: believe that students are capable of learning more. 
2. Communication; writing, speaking, listening. 
3. Facilitation. 
4. Motivation. 





9. Creativity: innovative, inventive. 
10. Monitoring: data collection. 
11. Resolving conflicts. 
These job functions, responsibilities, and outcomes and these 
competencies have been used to create the evaluation instrument for 
curriculum administrators used in this study. In the final instrument, 
they have been supplemented with items from a review of job descriptions 
and evaluation instruments for curriculum administrators used in school 
districts in Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS 
The purpose of this study was to identify valid, reliable, and 
discriminating performance evaluation items for district level 
administrators responsible for curriculum and instruction. This chapter 
describes the selection of items, construction of the questionnaire, 
selection of the sample, data collection, and statistical analysis of the 
data. 
Selection of Items for the Questionnaire 
A total of 54 items was selected for the questionnaire. The 
questionnaire is included in Appendix A. 
To select items that would be valid; that is, items which truly 
describe responsibilities or duties, competencies, and accomplishments to 
be achieved by a district level curriculum administrator, two general 
sources were used. First, a review of the literature related to the role 
and function of curriculum administrators and of the literature related to 
effective school districts was made. Although the literature regarding 
the role and function of curriculum administrators is somewhat sparse, 
consideration of the literature describing the emerging study of effective 
school districts was useful in identifying important behaviors and 
outcomes of central office administrators which appear to be related to 
school districts' effectiveness. The critical nature of a direct emphasis 
on curriculum and instruction at the central office level described in 
this research suggested the importance of including such items in the 
questionnaire. 
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A second source of valid Items was the review of job descriptions and 
evaluation instruments for district level curriculum administrators 
practicing in the field. In the fall of 1989, letters were sent to 
superintendents of school districts with enrollments of 2,000 or more in 
Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin. Superintendents were asked to 
send job descriptions and evaluation instruments used with district level 
curriculum administrators. Materials were received from 154 districts. 
These materials were reviewed and classified by the six job 
assignments identified intuitively by inspecting the items found in the 
literature review: curriculum and instruction, staff development, testing 
program, selection of personnel, evaluation of personnel, and management. 
The most frequent items were selected for inclusion in the questionnaire. 
As a practical matter, a target number of about 50 items was set for 
the questionnaire so that it could be completed in about 20 minutes. The 
survey contained 54 items. Of the 54 items, 20 items (1 through 20) 
described job responsibilities, 13 items (21 through 33) described job 
competencies, and 21 items (34 through 54) described job outcomes. 
The questionnaire and its items were reviewed by the 13 members of 
Professor Richard Manatt's Educational Administration class number 581, 
Current Practices of the Superintendent, in the spring semester at Iowa 
State University. They found the items to be appropriate, and their 
editorial suggestions were incorporated when appropriate. 
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Selection of the Sample 
The sample of district level curriculum administrators was taken from 
school districts in Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin with 
enrollments of 2,000 students or more. For a district to be included in 
the sample, it was necessary for both the superintendent and the 
curriculum administrator to agree to participate. The following 
procedures were used to obtain the sample: 
1. Superintendents in approximately 250 school districts in Iowa, 
Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin were contacted requesting 
materials (job descriptions and evaluation instruments) related to 
the responsibilities and duties of district level administrators 
of curriculum and instruction. A brief description of the 
research project was given in a cover letter. Each superintendent 
was asked to identify the curriculum administrator and to indicate 
whether or not there was interest in participating further in the 
study. One hundred eight districts indicated an Interest in 
further participation in the study. Copies of the letter and 
information sheet can be found in Appendix B. 
2. In those districts indicating an interest in further 
participation, the superintendent was sent a second letter 
requesting the district's participation in the study. The 
superintendent was asked to designate a clerical person in his or 
her office to serve as survey coordinator for the district. The 
superintendent was also asked to identify, in consultation with 
the curriculum administrator, 18-20 individuals who would rate the 
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performance of the curriculum administrator. The raters were to 
be selected from the following positions within the district: 
superintendent, curriculum administrator, school board members, 
peer administrators in the central office, elementary principals, 
secondary principals, subordinates, and teachers and other 
professional staff. The request for 18-20 raters was made because 
the statistical treatment required at least 15 raters for each 
curriculum administrator. The additional raters would allow for 
some individuals choosing not to complete the questionnaire. The 
names of survey participants along with their positions in the 
district were placed on the "Survey Participants' Information 
Sheet" and returned to Professor Manatt. A total of 53 districts 
with 54 curriculum administrators agreed to participate in the 
study. There were 13 districts in Iowa (one with two curriculum 
administrators), 8 districts in Minnesota, 5 districts in 
Missouri, and 23 districts in Wisconsin. In addition, Professor 
Manatt had recruited one district in Indiana and one in Ohio for 
participation in the study. Copies of the letter, instructions, 
and information sheet can be found in Appendix B. 
Data Collection Procedures 
The survey coordinator in each of the 53 districts received individual 
questionnaire packets for distribution to the survey participants. The 
survey participant packets included a memo to participants, questionnaire 
directions, a copy of the Curriculum Administrator Performance Item 
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Discrimination Questionnaire, an optical mark response sheet, and an 
envelope in which the rater was to return the completed response sheet to 
the district survey coordinator. These materials are all included in 
Appendix A. 
The curriculum administrator was included as a rater and was asked to 
complete a self-evaluation. Included in the curriculum administrator's 
packet was a Curriculum Administrator Information Sheet which gathered 
information regarding non-curriculum duties (supervision of principals, 
personnel duties, and staff development responsibility), highest degree 
held, age range, level of responsibility (elementary only, secondary only, 
or elementary and secondary), total years of experience in education, 
years of experience in the current position, and district enrollment. A 
copy of this information sheet is also found in Appendix A. 
Of the 54 curriculum administrators who agreed to participate in the 
study, data were received for 53 curriculum administrators and 44 had at 
least 15 raters, which was a requirement for inclusion in the statistical 
treatment to determine discrimination significance. 
Treatment of the Data 
Discrimination power 
The first null hypothesis stated that no significant differences in 
discriminating power would be found among the 54 survey items. To 
determine whether or not an item on the Curriculum Administrator 
Performance Questionnaire would discriminate between relatively high and 
low performance, the methodology proposed by Menne and Tolsma (1971) was 
35 
used. In a situation, such as that of this study, where groups of raters 
are asked to assess performance characteristics in different settings, 
Menne and Tolsma argue "that the percentage of the total sum of squares 
(SS) due to 'between groups' is an appropriate index of item 
discrimination" (1971, p. 5). In the case of this study, superintendents, 
school board members, principals, peer administrators, subordinates, and 
teachers and other building level professional staff were asked to rate 
the performance of district level curriculum administrators. Because nine 
of the 53 curriculum administrators for whom performance ratings were 
received did not have at least 15 raters, 44 different curriculum 
administrators were Included in this analysis. 
Discriminating items are those which have similar response ratings for 
an individual curriculum administrator but have dissimilar ratings among 
the groups rating the different curriculum administrators. An item 
discriminates if the within-group variance is low compared to the between-
group variance. 
In this study, the interest is in establishing conditions for a small 
number of raters and a small number of groups. Menne and Tolsma point out 
that the ratio of the between-group to the within-group mean squares (MS) 
varies as the F statistic. This, they argue, is not an entirely 
appropriate index for discrimination because it is influenced by the size 
of the sample. With discrimination, the interest is in selecting items 
which discriminate with a few small groups of raters. It is then possible 
to generalize to other situations with larger samples. It would not be 
possible to generalize from large samples to smaller samples. 
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By using the percentage of the total sum of squares due to withln-
group variance, it is possible to establish the index, percentage of 
within-group sum of squares, for the minimum sample size. The minimum 
number of groups for discrimination is obviously two. The minimum number 
of raters was selected to be 15. The index is 13 for discrimination at 
the .05 confidence level and 22 for the .01 confidence level. 
The index level of 13 was determined as follows; 
Source of Degrees of Sum of Mean F 
variance freedom squares squares ratio 
Between 1 x x 
Within 28 100-x (100-x)/28 
Total 29 100 
4.20/1 
To determine the appropriate value for x, the percentage of between-
group sum of squares, for the .05 confidence level, the following equation 
is solved for x: 
x/[(100-x)/28] - 4.20 
(X * 28)/(100-x) - 4.20 
28x - 420 - 4.20x 
32.20X - 420 
X - 13.04 
100-x - 86.96 
For the ,01 confidence level, a similar procedure is used with the F 
statistic equal to 4.41. 
To test the internal consistency of items which had a discrimination 
index of 13 or greater, a Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was 
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calculated for these items. The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient is 
the most appropriate measure of internal consistency in the situation 
where the raters are asked to make judgments using a five-point, Likert-
type scale (Look, 1983). 
Although major interest in this study was the identification of valid, 
reliable, and discriminating performance items, all items were included in 
the rest of the analyses. The discussion of results references the non­
discriminating items as well as the discriminating ones. 
Rater differences 
The second null hypothesis stated that there would be no significant 
differences in appraisal ratings for discriminating items among the raters 
grouped by position in the school district. There were eight rater 
classifications; superintendent, curriculum administrator self-
evaluation, school board members, peer administrators in the central 
office, elementary principals, secondary principals, subordinates, and 
teachers and other professional staff. Using multiple sources of data for 
feedback in performance evaluation of administrators is a growing trend in 
education (Manatt, 1988) and business (Robinson, 1990). The raters 
selected in this study were individuals who would have broad opportunity 
to observe the work of the curriculum administrator and have general 
knowledge of the implementation and results expected from curriculum 
activities in the school district. An analysis of variance was calculated 
for each item to test this hypothesis. 
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Differences related to lob assignment 
The third null hypothesis stated that there would be no significant 
differences in ratings for discriminating items among curriculum 
administrators who had different Job assignments. For this hypothesis, 
three job assignments other than curriculum and instruction were 
considered; supervision of principals, primary personnel administrator in 
the district, and staff development administrator. An analysis of 
variance was calculated for each item to test this hypothesis. 
Differences related to district enrollment 
The fourth null hypothesis stated that there would be no significant 
differences found in the ratings of discriminating items among districts 
of varying enrollment. Districts were classified by enrollment range as 
follows: less than 3,000; 3,001 to 6,000; 6,001 to 9,000; and greater 
than 9,000. An analysis of variance was used to test this hypothesis. 
Other factors 
The fifth hypothesis stated that no significant differences would be 
found in the ratings of discriminating items on other factors which were 
to be determined after a review of the characteristics of the sample of 
curriculum administrators. This review identified the following 
additional characteristics: age range, highest degree held, number of 
years of experience in education, number of years of experience in the 
current position, and gender. The following paragraphs describe the null 
hypotheses and the data analysis for these variables. 
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Age There would be no significant differences in the ratings for 
discriminating items among curriculum administrators grouped by age. 
Curriculum administrators were grouped into the following age ranges : 25 
to 35, 36 to 45, 46 to 55, 56 to 65, and over 65 years. An analysis of 
variance was used to test this hypothesis. 
Education There would be no significant differences in the ratings 
for discriminating items among curriculum administrators grouped by 
highest degree held. Degrees included bachelor's, master's, specialist, 
and two doctorates, Ed.D, and Ph.D. An analysis of variance was used to 
test this hypothesis. 
Experience in education There would be no significant differences 
in the ratings for discriminating items among curriculum administrators 
grouped by total number of years of experience in education. Ranges for 
total years of experience in education were less than 10, 11 to 15, 16 to 
20, and over 20 years. An analysis of variance was used to test this 
hypothesis. 
Experience in the current position There would be no significant 
differences in the ratings for discriminating items among curriculum 
administrators grouped by number of years of experience in the current 
position. Ranges for years of experience in current position were less 
than 2, 3 to 5, 6 to 10, 11 to 15, 15 to 20, and over 20 years. An 
analysis of variance was used to test this hypothesis. 
Gender of the curriculum administrator There would be no 
significant differences in the ratings for discriminating items among 
40 
curriculum administrators grouped by gender, male and female. An analysis 
of variance was used to test this hypothesis. 
Overall performance 
The analyses for Hypotheses 3, 4, and 5 deal with determining 
significant differences between groups of curriculum administrators 
related to district factors (supervision of principals, primary personnel 
administrator, staff development administrator, and district enrollment) 
and curriculum administrator factors (age, education level, experience in 
education, experience as a curriculum administrator, and gender). The 
criteria items with significant differences will be identified. For the 
purposes of discussion and drawing conclusions, overall performance will 
be considered different between groups if more than 20 percent of the 
discriminating items show a direct pattern of significant differences. 
Human Subjects Release 
The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in 
Research reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare 
of the human subjects were adequately protected, that risks were 
outweighed by the potential benefits and expected value of the knowledge 
sought, that confidentiality of data was assured, and that informed 
consent was obtained by appropriate procedures. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The basic problem under consideration in this study is the 
identification of valid, reliable, and discriminating performance 
evaluation items for school district-level administrators responsible for 
curriculum and instruction. A survey instrument of 54 performance 
evaluation items was constructed. Items were chosen after reviewing 
literature related to the roles of district-level curriculum 
administrators and characteristics of effective school districts, and 
after reviewing job descriptions and evaluation instruments collected from 
school districts. A total of 54 curriculum administrators volunteered to 
be the subjects. They agreed to have at least 15 individuals in their 
districts, including themselves, rate their performance. No evaluation 
data were received for one of the original volunteers. 
The performance of the curriculum administrator was rated by the 
superintendent, peer administrators at the district level, school board 
members, district level professional subordinates, elementary and 
secondary principals, and teachers and other professional staff who had 
recently been involved in curriculum development activities. In addition, 
each curriculum administrator completed a self-evaluation. 
In this chapter, the findings for each hypothesis follow a description 
of the sample of curriculum administrators. 
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Description of the Sample - Curriculum Administrators 
The sample of curriculum administrators was obtained by seeking 
volunteers from school districts primarily in the states of Iowa, 
Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin. In the sample, there are 14 
curriculum administrators in school districts in Iowa, eight in Minnesota, 
five in Missouri, and 23 in Wisconsin. In addition, Professor Manatt 
recruited two curriculum administrators, one from Indiana and one from 
Ohio. 
There were 873 raters including 51 curriculum administrators. The 
number in each of the other rater groups was as follows: superintendents, 
48; school board members, 94; peer administrators, 104; elementary 
principals, 143; secondary principals, 92; subordinates, 126; other staff, 
215. 
Not all curriculum administrators completed all of the items on the 
information sheet. The description of the sample is not exact in chat 
there were missing data for some of the characteristics; however, the data 
do provide an overall description of the sample. 
Most individuals in the sample were men; 36 identified themselves as 
males and 16 as females. Most held the title of director, 24, or 
assistant superintendent, 19. Highest degree held was evenly distributed 
between master's, 15; specialist, 14; and doctorate, five Ed.D. and 12 
Ph.D. All individuals in the sample were over 35 and less than 66 years 
of age with about half between 36 and 45. Thirteen indicated an age 
between 46 and 55, and nine indicated an age between 56 and 65. 
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Of 47 curriculum administrators responding to the information items, 
31 indicated that they had primary responsibility in the district for 
staff development, 11 said that they were the primary personnel 
administrator in the district, and 27 said that they directly supervise 
principals. 
Of the 46 curriculum administrators who responded to the district 
enrollment item, two worked in districts with less than 2,000 students 
enrolled, 13 worked in districts with enrollments between 2,000 and 3,000 
students, 17 worked in districts with enrollments between 3,001 and 5,000, 
five worked in districts with enrollments between 6,001 and 9,000, and 
nine worked in districts with enrollments over 9,000. 
Most curriculum administrators included in this study had more than 20 
years experience in education. The breakdown by year range is as follows; 
0 through 15 years experience, three; 16 through 20 years, 11; 21 through 
25 years, 17; 26 through 30 years, six; 31 through 35 years, six; and over 
35 years, four. 
With respect to experience in the current position of curriculum 
administrator, half were in their first five years in the position. The 
breakdown by range of years in the position is as follows; one through 
two years experience, six; three through five years, 22; six through 10 
years, 11 ; 11 through 15 years, four; 16 through 20 years, three; and over 
20 years, one. 
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Knowledgeable Raters 
An important issue with performance evaluation when multiple raters 
are used to provide data is that of observability of the behavior and 
outcomes which the raters are asked to rate. In this study the raters 
were instructed not to respond--that is, not to mark the response sheet--
for any item which they felt that they were not able to make a judgment 
about the curriculum administrator's performance. A review of the 
response frequencies for each item showed that only two items had greater 
than 20 percent omissions and only eight items had between 10 and 20 
percent omissions. The highest omission rate for any item was 28 percent. 
Testing of Hypotheses 
Nine of the 53 curriculum administrators who had ratings returned had 
less than 15 raters. These nine were not included in the analysis for 
determination of discrimination power because the criteria in that 
analysis required at least 15 raters. Data from all of the returns were 
included in the rest of the analyses. 
Research Hypothesis 1 
The first null hypothesis stated that no significant differences in 
discriminating power would be found among the 54 performance evaluation 
items. To determine the discriminating power of each item, the 
methodology proposed by Menne and Tolsma (1971) was used. For this study, 
a minimum of 15 raters for each curriculum administrator was set as a 
standard. A minimum of 30 ratees was required. As described in Chapter 
45 
III, this standard produces an item discrimination index of 13 percent for 
significance at the .05 level, and an item discrimination index of 22 
percent for significance at the .01 level. 
Of the 53 curriculum administrators who were rated, 44 had at least 15 
raters and were included in the analysis for this hypothesis. 
Table 1 presents the item discrimination percents for each of the 54 
items. Of the 54 items, 40 discriminated at the .05 level and seven 
discriminated at the .01 level. The null hypothesis is rejected for all 
items except items 35, 42, 43, 45, 49, 50, and 53. All 21 job 
responsibility items discriminated at the .05 level, all 13 job competency 
items discriminated at the .05 level, but only 14 of the 21 job outcomes 
items discriminated at the .05 level. 
The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient for the 47 discriminating 
items was 0.977. 
Research Hypothesis 2 
The second null hypothesis stated that there would be no significant 
differences in appraisal ratings for discriminating items among the raters 
grouped by position in the school district. There were eight rater 
groups: superintendent (S), curriculum administrator (CA), school board 
member (SB), district level peer administrator (P), elementary principal 
(EP), secondary principal (SP), subordinate (SU), and teacher and other 
professional staff (0). The abbreviations in parentheses are used to 
identify the groups in Table 2. 
46 








1. Investigates and evaluates research and innovations 19 
in curriculum, instruction, and school organization. 
2. Establishes long-range goals for curriculum and 
instruction in the district. 
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3. Ensures curriculum articulation between grade levels 
and school units. 
13 
4. Identifies curriculum and instructional needs and 
problems. 
5. Communicates and interprets the curriculum and 
instructional program to the board of education, 
community, and school staff. 
6. Evaluates curriculum and instructional programs. 
7. Directs the process for selection of Instructional 
materials, including textbooks. 
8. Coordinates accreditation procedures. 
9. Promotes integration of instructional technology 
into teaching practices. 
10. Interprets test scores. 
11. Establishes goals and objectives based on, and 









12. Assesses accomplishment of established goals and 
objectives. 
13 
"Thirteen percent equals discrimination at the .05 level of 
significance and 22 percent equals discrimination at the .01 level of 
significance. 
47 
Table 1. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item percent 
13. Monitors compliance with state and federal 15 
education regulations, 
14. Prepares budgets for instructional materials 18 
and curriculum development. 
15. Monitors implementation of the budget. 20 
16. Directs the work of curriculum committees. 20 
17. Evaluates the curriculum and instructional 15 
development process. 
18. Coordinates the work of curriculum specialists 19 
and supervisors. 
19. Prepares proposals for external grants. 25 
20. Assists with teacher selection and evaluation. 42 
Job competencies 
21. Understands the needs of the students. 17 
22. Conducts meetings effectively and efficiently. 24 
23. Believes that students are capable of learning more. 15 
24. Communicates effectively in writing, speaking, and 21 
listening. 
25. Is a facilitator. 18 
26. Motivates people. 22 
27. Develops people. 18 
28. Plans effectively. 22 
29. Organizes resources effectively. 16 
30. Delegates authority and responsibility. 17 
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31. Is creative, innovative, and Inventive. 19 
32. Monitors progress toward goals and objectives. 14 
33. Resolves conflicts. 16 
Job outcomes 
34. Learner outcomes are stated in measurable terms. 14 
35. Curriculum development procedures are well defined 10 
and well understood by the staff. 
36. Long-range goals of the district focus on 13 
curriculum, instruction, and improving student 
learning. 
37. Functional, useful curriculum guides are developed. 17 
38. Teachers regularly use curriculum guides during 15 
instructional planning and implementation. 
39. Guidance personnel are involved in curriculum 18 
development. 
40. Librarians and media specialists are involved in 17 
curriculum development. 
41. District improvement plans are multi-year. 16 
42. Program effectiveness is measured using 11 
quantitative data (e.g., test scores) to 
supplement professional judgment. 
43. Achievement of learning outcomes is closely 12 
monitored, 
44. Schools have broad input into implementation 14 
decisions. 
45. District level administration plays a strong 




Table I. Continued 
Item 
Item discrimination 
number Item percent 
46. Preferred instructional approaches and methods 17 
have been clearly identified in the district. 
47. Teaching staff has high confidence that the 14 
district's preferred instructional approaches 
will effectively promote student learning. 
48. There is a clear relationship between district 18 
and school level goals. 
49. Instructional technology is effectively integrated 12 
into teaching practices. 
50. Curriculum and instructional development provides 11 
for students with disabilities and for students 
with special abilities and talents. 
51. Curriculum development practices ensure that 21 
curriculum developed is multi-cultural and gender 
fair. 
52. The use of a model for development of curriculum 18 
guides is required. 
53. Instructional practices recognize individual 11 
differences among students. 
54. Staff development is related to the district's 
preferred instructional approaches and is required. 
20 
To test this hypothesis, a one-way analysis of variance test was done 
for each item. Table 2 gives the items for which this hypothesis was 
rejected. Eight job responsibility items, four job competency items, and 
13 job outcome items had significant differences in ratings among rating 
groups. 
The Duncan multiple range test was used to determine the source of 
variance among the eight rater groups for items which were found to have 
significant variance among rater groups. In Table 2, the rank order of 
the rater groups according to group mean is listed below each item. The 
abbreviations S, CA, SB, P, EP, SP, SU, and 0, as defined above, are used 
to indicate the rater groups in the rank orders given in Table 2. 
Appendix D gives the means for each rater group for each item for which 
the null hypothesis was rejected. This table also indicates the groups 
which had significantly different means. 
Of the 25 items which have significant differences among rating 
groups, the school board group has the highest mean rating for 19 of the 
items. 
Research Hvoothesis 3 
The third null hypothesis stated that there would be no significant 
differences in ratings for discriminating items among curriculum 
administrators who had different job assignments. Three job assignments 
other than curriculum and instruction were considered; supervision of 
principals (Hypothesis 3a), primary personnel administrator in the 
district (Hypothesis 3b), and staff development administrator 
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Table 2. Items for which significant differences by rater groups 
were found 
Item Level of 
number Item significance 
Job responsibilities 
1. Investigates and evaluates research and innovations .05 
in curriculum, instruction, and school organization. 
Group rank order by mean: S, SP, EP, 0, SU, P, CA, SB" 
3. Ensures curriculum articulation between grade levels .01 
and school units. 
Group rank order by mean: EP, P, SP, 0, SU, CA, S, SB 
6. Evaluates curriculum and instructional programs. .05 
Group rank order by mean: S, SP, EP, P, 0, CA, SU, SB 
8. Coordinates accreditation procedures. .01 
Group rank order by mean: CA, S, P, SP, SU, EP, 0, SB 
10. Interprets test scores. .05 
Group rank order by mean: SP, S, P, EP, SU, CA, 0, SB 
15. Monitors implementation of the budget. .01 
Group rank order by mean; SB, S, P, EP, SP, SU, 0, CA 
17. Evaluates the curriculum and instructional .01 
development process. 
Group rank order by mean: S, SP, P, EP, 0, SU, CA, SB 
19. Prepares proposals for external grants. .01 
Group rank order by mean: P, CA, S, SU, SP, EP, 0, SB 
Job competencies 
21. Understands the needs of the students. .05 
Group rank order by mean: EP, SP, 0, SU, P, S, CA, SB 
27. Develops people. .05 
Group rank order by mean: P, SP, EP, S, 0, SU, SB, CA 
30. Delegates authority and responsibility, .01 
Group rank order by mean: S, P, SB, CA, SP, EP, SU, 0 
"Legend: S-superintendent, CA-curriculum administrator, SB-school 
board members, P-district level peer administrator, EP-elementary 
principals, SP-secondary principals, SU-subordlnates, 0-teachers and other 
professional staff. 
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Table 2. Continued 
Item Level of 
number Item significance 
32. Monitors progress toward goals and objectives, .05 
Group rank order by mean: S, EP, SP, P, CA, 0, SU, SB 
Job outcomes 
34. Learner outcomes are stated in measurable terms. .05 
Group rank order by mean: CA, S, P, SP, EP, 0, SU, SB 
35. Curriculum development procedures are well defined .01^ 
and well understood by the staff. 
Group rank order by mean: P, CA, 0, S, EP, SU, SP, SB 
37. Functional, useful curriculum guides are developed. .05 
Group rank order by mean: EP, 0, SP, P, CA, S, SU, SB 
38. Teachers regularly use curriculum guides during .05 
instructional planning and implementation. 
Group rank order by mean: 0, SP, P, EP, SU, CA, S, SB 
41. District improvement plans are multi-year. .01 
Group rank order by mean: S, P, SU, SP, CA, EP, SB, 0 
42. Program effectiveness is measured using .05^ 
quantitative data (e.g., test scores) to 
supplement professional judgment. 
Group rank order by mean: SP, P, SU, CA, S, 0, EP, SB 
43. Achievement of learning outcomes is closely monitored. .01^ 
Group rank order by mean: SP, CA, S, 0, P, SU, EP, SB 
44. Schools have broad input into implementation decisions. .01 
Group rank order by mean: 0, SU, P, SP, SB, EP, CA, S 
47. Teaching staff has high confidence that the district's .01 
preferred instructional approaches will effectively 
promote student learning. 
Group rank order by mean: SP, 0, P, SU, CA, EP, S, SB 
49. Instructional technology is effectively integrated .01^ 
into teaching practices. 
Group rank order by mean: CA, SP, 0, S, P, SU, EP, SB 
'^Indicates items that did not discriminate significantly. 
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Table 2, Continued 
Item Level of 
number Item significance 
50. Curriculum and instructional development provides .01^ 
for students with disabilities and for students 
with special abilities and talents. 
Group rank order by mean: EP, SP, 0, P, SU, CA, S, SB 
52. The use of a model for development of curriculum .05^ 
guides is required. 
Group rank order by mean: 0, P, SU, EP, SB, SP, CA, S 
53. Instructional practices recognize individual .05 
differences among students. 
Group rank order by mean: P, SP, SU, CA, EP, S, 0, SB 
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(Hypothesis 3c). For each of the three job assignments, curriculum 
administrators were divided Into two groups based on whether or not they 
had the other assignment. 
A one-way analysis of variance was done to determine if performance 
ratings were significantly different If the curriculum administrator had 
the other assignment or not. 
Research Hypothesis 3a 
This null hypothesis stated that there would be no significant 
differences for discriminating items between curriculum administrators who 
supervise principals and those who do not. 
To test this hypothesis, a one-way analysis of variance test was done 
for each item. The items for which significant differences were found in 
performance ratings comparing curriculum administrators who supervise 
principals with those who do not are listed in Table 3. The level of 
significance and the rank order of the groups according to mean 
performance ratings are also given in this table. 
Of the 47 curriculum administrators included in this analysis, 27 did 
not supervise principals and 20 did. Three items showed significantly 
higher performance ratings when the curriculum administrator also 
supervised principals, items 20, 48, and 50. No items showed 
significantly lower ratings when the curriculum administrator did not 
supervise principals. 
Item 20 deals with teacher selection, and item 48 deals with a strong 
relationship between district and building goals. When the curriculum 
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Table 3. Items for which a significant difference in rating was 
found between curriculum administrators who supervise 
principals and those who do not 
Item Level of 
number Item significance 
Job responsibilities 
20. Assists with teacher selection and evaluation. .01 
Mean ratings: yes-4.35, no-3.41 
Job outcomes 
48. There is a clear relationship between district .01 
and school level goals. 
Mean ratings: yes-4.30, no-3.56 
50. Curriculum and instructional development provides .05° 
for students with disabilities and for students 
with special abilities and talents. 
Mean ratings: yes-4.40, no-4.00 
^Indicates items that did not discriminate significantly. 
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administrator directly supervises principals, he or she plays a 
significantly stronger role in teacher selection and there is greater 
consistency between district and building goals. In both of these cases, 
the direct supervisory role would provide a stronger position for the 
curriculum administrator to influence teacher selection and goal 
development. Item 50 pertains to gifted and special education curriculum. 
The results suggest that when the curriculum administrator supervises 
principals, students with disabilities and with special abilities and 
talents are given more consideration in curriculum development. The 
rating difference between the two groups is not as strong for this item as 
it is for items 20 and 48. 
Research Hypothesis 3b 
This null hypothesis stated that there would be no significant 
differences found for discriminating items between the performance of 
curriculum administrators who have primary responsibility for personnel 
administration in the district and those who do not. 
To test this hypothesis, a one-way analysis of variance test was done 
for each item. In Table 4, the items are given for which significant 
differences were found in performance ratings comparing curriculum 
administrators who were the primary personnel administrator in the 
district with those who were not. The level of significance and the mean 
rating for each group is also given in this table. 
Of the 47 curriculum administrators included in this analysis, 36 did 
not have primary personnel administration responsibility and 11 did. 
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Table 4. Items for which a significant difference in rating was found 
between curriculum administrators who have primary 
responsibility for personnel administration and those who 
do not 
Item Level of 
number Item significance 
Job responsibilities 
10. Interprets test scores. .05 
Mean ratings: yes-3.36, n-4.11 
20. Assists with teacher selection and evaluation. .01 
Mean ratings; yes-4.73, ho-3.53 
Job outcomes 
40. Librarians and media specialists are involved .05 
in curriculum development. 
Mean ratings; yes-3.00, no-3.78 
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Three items showed a significant difference between those who have primary 
responsibility for personnel administration and those who do not. Items 
10 and 40 had significantly higher mean performance scores for those not 
having primary personnel administration responsibility; item 20 had 
significantly higher performance ratings for those who have primary 
responsibility for personnel administration. 
Items 10 and AO refer to interpretation of test scores and the role of 
media specialists in curriculum development. The results suggest that 
when curriculum administrators are the primary personnel administrator in 
the district that the responsibility to interpret test scores is not as 
effectively carried out and that media specialist plays a lesser role in 
curriculum development. Teacher selection and evaluation, item 20, is a 
more significant role for the curriculum administrator when that 
individual is also responsible for personnel. 
Research Hypothesis 3c 
This hypothesis stated that there would not be any significant 
difference for discriminating items between the performance ratings of 
curriculum administrators who have primary responsibility for staff 
development in the district and those who do not. 
To test this hypothesis, a one-way analysis of variance test was done 
for each item. Table 5 presents the items for which significant 
differences were found in performance ratings comparing curriculum 
administrators who are the primary staff development administrator in the 
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Table 5. Items for which a significant difference in rating was found 
between curriculum administrators who have primary 
responsibility for staff development administration and 
those who do not 
Item Level of 
number Item significance 
Job responsibilities 
4. Identifies curriculum and instructional needs .05 
and problems. 
Mean ratings: yes-4.16, no-4.56 
14. Prepares budgets for instructional materials .05 
and curriculum development. 
Mean ratings: yes-4.35, no-4.75 
20. Assists with teacher selection and evaluation. .01 
Mean ratings: yes-4.13, no-3.19 
Job competencies 
22. Conducts meetings effectively and efficiently. .05 
Mean ratings: yes-4.10, no-4.50 
Job outcomes 
35. Curriculum development procedures are well .05° 
defined and well understood by the staff. 
Mean ratings: yes-3.68, no-4.13 
49. Instructional technology is effectively integrated .01" 
into teaching practices. 
Mean ratings: yes-3.29, no-3.75 
^Indicates items that did not discriminate significantly. 
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district with those who are not. The level of significance and the mean 
rating for each group is also given in this table. 
Of the 47 curriculum administrators, 15 did not have primary 
responsibility for staff development administration and 31 did. Items 4, 
14, 22, 35, and 49 have significantly higher mean ratings for curriculum 
administrators who do not have primary staff development responsibility. 
Item 20 has a significantly higher mean rating for curriculum 
administrators who have primary responsibility for staff development 
administration. 
When the curriculum administrator does not have responsibility for 
staff development, the results suggest more effective attention is given 
to identifying needs and problems of curriculum and instruction, budgeting 
for materials, conducting meetings, the definition and understanding of 
curriculum development procedures, and the integration of instructional 
technology into teaching practices. On the other hand, curriculum 
administrators who have responsibility for staff development give more 
effective attention to teacher selection and evaluation. 
Research Hypothesis 4 
The fourth null hypothesis stated that there would be no significant 
differences found in the ratings of curriculum administrators for 
discriminating items among districts of varying enrollment. Districts 
were classified by enrollment range as follows; less than 3,000, 3,001 to 
6,000, 6,001 to 9,000, and greater than 9,000. District enrollment 
information was available for only 41 of the curriculum administrators. 
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Fifteen curriculum administrators worked in districts with enrollments 
less than 3,000 students; 12 worked in school districts with enrollments 
from 3,001 through 6,000; five worked in school districts with enrollments 
of 6,001 through 9,000; and nine worked in school districts with 
enrollment greater than 9,000. 
To test this hypothesis, a one-way analysis of variance test was done 
for each item. The hypothesis was rejected for three items: two job 
responsibilities (items 6 and 16) and one job competency (item 27). These 
three items and their levels of significance are presented in Table 6. 
The Duncan multiple range test was used to determine the source of 
variance among the four enrollment size groups for items which were found 
to have significant variance among enrollment groups. 
Table 6 also lists the means of each subgroup in rank order from 
lowest to highest. 
When considering the evaluation of curriculum and instructional 
programs, curriculum administrators in school districts with enrollment 
over 6,000 students have significantly lower ratings than curriculum 
administrators in school districts with enrollment less than 3,000 
students. With respect to directing the work of curriculum committees, 
the results show that curriculum administrators in school district with 
over 9,000 students were not significantly lower than all other curriculum 
administrators. Finally, with respect to developing people, the data 
indicate that curriculum administrators in districts with enrollments of 
6,001 to 9,000 have ratings significantly below all other curriculum 
administrators in larger or smaller school districts. 
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Table 6. Items for which a significant difference in rating was found 
between curriculum administrators in districts with different 
enrollments® 
Item Level of 
number Item significance 
Job responsibilities 



















®The groups marked with the pound sign (#) are enrollment groups 
which have means significantly lower (.05 level) than the groups marked 
with the asterisk (*). 
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Research Hypothesis 5 
The fifth null hypothesis stated that no significant differences would 
be found in the ratings for discriminating items on factors to be 
determined after a review of the sample of curriculum administrators. 
Five other factors were identified in this review: age (Research 
Hypothesis 5a), education level (Research Hypothesis 5b), experience in 
education (Research Hypothesis 5c), experience in current position 
(Research Hypothesis 5d), and gender of the curriculum administrator 
(Hypothesis 5e). 
Research Hypothesis 5a 
With respect to age differences of curriculum administrators, the null 
hypothesis stated that there would be no significant differences in the 
ratings for discriminating items among curriculum administrators grouped 
by age. Curriculum administrators were grouped into the following age 
ranges; 25 to 35, 36 to 45, 46 to 55, 56 to 65, and over 65 years. The 
curriculum administrators included in this analysis did not include anyone 
in the range 25 to 35 years or over 65. Information about age was 
available for 46 curriculum administrators. There were 24 curriculum 
administrators in the 36 through 45 years range, 13 in the 46 through 55 
years range, and nine in the 56 through 65 years range. 
To test this hypothesis, a one-way analysis of variance test was done 
for each item. Table 7 shows the items for which significant differences 
were found. 
The Duncan multiple range test was used to determine the source of 
variance among the four age groups for items which were found to have 
significant variance among enrollment groups. Table 7 also gives the 
level of significance, the rank order of the three age groups according to 
mean performance rating from lowest to highest, the mean for each group, 
and an indication of the significance of differences in the means. Of the 
47 discriminating items, four items (items 3, 18, 21, and 33) showed 
significant differences among age ranges at the .05 level and one item 
(item 16) showed significant differences at the .01 level. Two other 
items (17 and 25) which were very close to significance at the .05 level 
are also listed in Table 7. 
For all seven items, the middle age range group, 46 to 55 years, had 
significantly higher performance than at least one of the other two 
groups. For items relating to curriculum articulation and directing the 
work of curriculum committees, the results indicate that the middle age 
group performs significantly better than their younger and older 
colleagues. With respect to evaluating the curriculum development 
process, the middle age group performs significantly better than their 
older colleagues. When acting as a facilitator and coordinating the work 
of curriculum specialists and supervisors, the middle age group performs 
significantly better than their younger colleagues. The middle age group 
and their younger colleagues understand the needs of students better than 
those in the oldest age group. But the middle age group and their older 
colleagues are significantly better at resolving conflicts than the 
youngest group. 
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Table 7. Items for which significant differences were found among 
curriculum administrators in different age ranges® 
Item Level of 
number Item significance 
Job responsibilities 
3. Ensures curriculum articulation between grade levels .05 
and school units. 
Rank order: 56-65 36-45 46-55 
Means: 3.78* 3.86* 4.46* 
16, Directs the work of curriculum committees. .01 
Rank order: 56-65 36-45 46-55 
Means: 4.22* 4.25* 5.00* 
17. Evaluates the curriculum and instructional development .051 
process. 
Rank order: 56-65 36-45 46-55 
Means: 3.88* 4.25 4.69* 
18. Coordinates the work of curriculum specialists .05 
and supervisors. 
Rank order: 36-45 56-65 46-55 
Means: 4.00* 4.44 4.69* 
Job competencies 
21. Understands the needs of the 
Rank order: 56-65 36-45 
Means: 3.78* 4.38* 
25. Is a facilitator. 
Rank order: 36-45 56-65 
Means: 4.29* 4.44 
33. Resolves conflicts. 
Rank order: 36-45 56-65 










"The groups marked with Che pound sign (#) are age groups which have 
means significantly lower (.05 level) than the groups marked with the 
asterisk (*), 
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Research Hypothesis 5b 
The null hypothesis regarding educational level of curriculum 
administrators stated that there would be no significant differences in 
the ratings for discriminating items among curriculum administrators 
grouped by highest degree held. Degrees included bachelor's, master's, 
specialist, and two doctorates, Ed.D. and Ph.D. 
To test this hypothesis, a one-way analysis of variance test was done 
for each item. Table 8 lists the items for which significant differences 
were found among curriculum administrators when grouped by highest 
education level, measured by highest academic degree earned. 
Of the 46 curriculum administrators included in this analysis, all had 
degrees beyond the bachelor's level, 15 had master's degrees, 14 had 
specialist's degrees, five had education doctorates, and 12 had Doctor of 
Philosophy degrees. Items 15, 24, 25, 26, 32, 41, and 46 showed 
significant differences in ratings at the .05 confidence level. Items 31 
and 47 showed significant differences at the .01 confidence level. 
The Duncan multiple range test was used to determine the source of 
variance among the four education level groups for items which were found 
to have significant variance among the curriculum administrator groups 
based on highest degree held. Table 8 also gives the level of 
significance for each of the items, the groups placed in rank order by 
mean performance rating, and the range of the mean ratings for the groups. 
An examination of the mean rank order for the groups for each of these 
nine items shows that the highest mean rating was always the education 
doctorate group. The education doctorate group was rated significantly 
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Table 8. Items for which significant differences were found among 






15. Monitors implementation of the budget. 
Rank order: Ph.D. Sp. M. 





24. Communicates effectively in writing, speaking, .05 
and listening. 
Rank order: Sp. Ph.D. M. Ed.D. 
Means: 4.00* 4.25 4.60* 4.60 
25. Is a facilitator. .05 
Rank order: Sp. Ph.D. M. Ed.D. 
Means: 4.14* 4.33* 4.60 5.00* 
26. Motivates people. .05 
Rank order; Sp. Ph.D. M. Ed.D. 
Means: 3.86* 4.17 4.67* 4.80* 
Means: 3.86 4.17* 4.67* 4.80* 
31. Is creative, innovative, and inventive. ,01 
Rank order: Sp. M. Ph.D. Ed.D. 
Means: 3.64* 4.07 4.33* 4.80* 
Means: 3.64 4.07* 4.33 4.80* 
32. Monitors progress toward goals and objectives. .05 
Rank order: M. Sp. Ph.D. Ed.D. 
Means: 3.87* 4.07 4.33 4.60* 
Job outcomes 
41. District improvement plans are multi-year. .05 
Rank order: Ph.D. M. Sp. Ed.D. 
Means: 3.58* 4.07 4.36* 4.40* 
®The groups marked with the pound sign (#) are educational level 
groups which have means significantly lower (.05 level) than the groups 
marked with the asterisk (*), If more than one group had significantly 
different means, the means are listed two or three times as necessary. 
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Table 8. Continued 
Item Level of 
number Item significance 
46. Preferred Instructional approaches and methods have .05 
been clearly identified in the district. 
Rank order: Ph.D. Sp. M. Ed.D. 
Means: 3.42* 3.79* 3.87* 4.60* 
47. Teaching staff has high confidence that the district's .01 
preferred instructional approaches will effectively 
promote student learning. 
Rank order: Ph.D. Sp. M. Ed.D. 
Means: 3.08* 3.57* 3.60* 4.20* 
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higher than at least one other educational level group for eight of the 
nine items, 
There is no logical relationship between performance on any of the 
nine items and educational level. That is, increasing educational level 
does not appear to be related to increased performance level on these 
items. If the education doctorate group is ignored, only items 24, 26, 
and 31 have significant difference among the other three education level 
groups. 
Research Hypothesis 5c 
This hypothesis dealt with differences related to the factor of number 
of years of experience in education. The null hypothesis stated that 
there would be no significant differences in the ratings for 
discriminating items among curriculum administrators grouped by total 
number of years of experience in education. Ranges for total years of 
experience in education were less than 15, 16 through 20, 21 through 25, 
26 through 30, 31 through 35, and over 35 years. 
To test this hypothesis, a one-way analysis of variance test was done 
for each item. The items for which significant differences in performance 
were found to be related to length of experience in education are listed 
in Table 9. 
Of the 47 curriculum administrators included in this analysis, three 
had less than 15 years experience in education, 11 had 16 through 20, 17 
had 21 through 25, six had 26 through 30, six had 31 through 35, and four 
had over 35 years experience in education. 
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Table 9. Items for which significant differences were found among 
curriculum administrators with different lengths of experience 
in education in years® 
Item Level of 
number Item significance 
Job responsibilities 
8. Coordinates accreditation procedures. 
Rank order: 26-30 <15 31-35 >35 16-20 21-25 
Means: 1.83* 2.00* 3.17 3.25 3.56* 3.64* 
Job outcomes 
40. Librarians and media specialists are involved in 
curriculum development. 
Rank order: 26-30 <15 21-25 16-20 >35 31-35 
Means: 2.83* 3.00 3.35 4.00* 4.00* 4.33* 
Means: 2.83 3.00* 3.35 4.00 4.00 4.33* 
45. District level administration plays a strong role in 
decisions related to curriculum outcomes and evaluation. 
Rank order: <15 26-30 21-25 16-20 31-35 >35 
Means: 3.67* 3.67 4.24 4.36 4.50* 4.50* 
Means: 3.67 3.67* 4.24 4.36* 4.50* 4.50* 
51. Curriculum development practices ensure that curriculum 
developed is multi-cultural and gender fair. 
Rank order: <15 16-20 21-25 >35 26-30 31-35 
Means: 2.67* 3.64 3.82* 4.25* 4.33* 4.33* 
®The groups marked with the pound sign (#) are experience in 
education groups which have means significantly lower (.05 level) 
than the groups marked with the asterisk (*). If more than one group 
had significantly different means, the means are listed two or three 
times as necessary. 






The Duncan multiple range test was used to determine the source of 
variance among the six experience groups for items which were found to 
have significant variance among the curriculum administrator groups based 
on total years of experience. Table 9 also gives rank order of the groups 
by mean from low to high, the means and an indication of the significant 
differences among the experience groups. 
Of the 47 items that met the discrimination criteria, three items 
(items 8, 40, and 51) were found to have significantly different ratings 
when the curriculum administrators were grouped by length of service in 
education. One item which did not meet the discrimination test, item 45, 
was found to have significantly different ratings for length of service. 
There does not appear to be any logical relationship between length of 
experience in education and performance on any of these items. That is, 
performance does not increase or decrease with experience. Because of the 
relatively small number of curriculum administrators in some of the 
groups, the results of this analysis should be viewed with caution. 
Research Hypothesis 5d 
With respect to the factor of length of service in the current 
position of curriculum administrator, the null hypothesis stated that 
there would be no significant differences in the ratings for 
discriminating items among curriculum administrators grouped by number of 
years of experience in the current position. Ranges for years of 
experience in current position were less than two, three to five, six to 
10, 11 to 15, 15 to 20, and over 20 years. 
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Of the 47 curriculum administrators included in this analysis, six had 
less than two years in the current position, 22 had three to five years, 
11 had six to 10 years, four had 11 to 15 years, five had 16 to 20 years, 
and one had more than 20 years. 
To test this hypothesis, a one-way analysis of variance test was done 
for each item. Table 10 lists the one item that showed a significant 
difference when the curriculum administrators were grouped by years of 
experience in their current position. Item 53 was not one which 
discriminated significantly. 
The Duncan multiple range test was used to determine the source of 
variance among the groups for items which were found to have significant 
variance in performance among the groups. There appears to be no direct 
relationship between years of experience in the current position and 
performance. 
Hypothesis 5e 
This null hypothesis stated that there would be no significant 
differences in the ratings for discriminating items among curriculum 
administrators grouped by gender, male and female. There were 33 males 
and 13 females included in this analysis. 
Table 11 contains the item for which the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Only one item, item 48, showed significant differences for the grouping 
based on gender. Male curriculum administrators had a mean significantly 
higher than female curriculum administrators at the .01 level. 
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Table 10. Icem for which significant differences were found among 
curriculum administrators with different lengths of 







53. Instructional practices recognize individual .05^ 
differences among students. 
Rank order: 16-20 3-5 <2 >20 6-10 
Means : 3.67" 3.68" 3.83 4.00 4.09 
11-15 
5.00* 
°The groups marked with the pound sign (#) are experience as a 
curriculum administrator groups which have means significantly lower (.05 
level) than the groups marked with the asterisk (*). If more than one 
group had significantly different means, the means are listed two or three 
times as necessary. 
''Indicates items that did not discriminate significantly. 
Table 11. Items for which significant differences were found among 
curriculum administrators when grouped by gender 
Item Level of 
number Item significance 
48. There is a clear relationship between district and 
school level goals. 
Means: Males 4.06, Females 3.46 
.01 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS. AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The primary purpose of this study was to identify valid, reliable, and 
discriminating evaluation criteria for public school administrators who 
have responsibility for management of curriculum and instruction at the 
district level. These curriculum administrators play a key role in 
critical efforts to improve the quality of the educational program in a 
school district. 
Summary 
A 54-item questionnaire was developed by identifying job 
responsibilities, job competencies, and job outcomes from the literature, 
job descriptions, and evaluation instruments being used in the field. The 
literature review included the relatively sparse literature related to 
curriculum administrator functions, assignments, and evaluation as well as 
emerging research on school district effectiveness. Job descriptions and 
evaluation instruments were obtained and reviewed from 154 school 
districts in Iowa, Illinois, Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin. 
To further establish content validity and to create mass authorship 
for the items selected for inclusion on the questionnaire, practicing 
administrators were asked to review the questionnaire and suggest 
revisions. 
From the group of school districts that had supplied job descriptions 
and evaluation instruments, 54 curriculum administrators in 53 school 
districts agreed to participate in the study by having individuals in 
their districts rate their performance using the questionnaire. The 
raters were selected by the district superintendent in consultation with 
75 
the curriculum administrator. Raters included the superintendent, school 
board members, peer administrators at the district level, professional 
subordinates at the district level, elementary and secondary principals, 
and teachers and other professional staff who had recently participated in 
curriculum development activities. In addition, curriculum administrators 
were asked to complete self-evaluations using the questionnaire. The 
curriculum administrators were also asked to provide other information 
about themselves and their districts that was used in the analysis of 
questionnaire responses. 
The raters indicated that they were knowledgeable observers of the 
curriculum administrator job responsibilities, competencies, and outcomes 
by rating items. Raters were instructed not to respond to items for which 
they had not observed performance. Only 10 items had greater than 10 
percent omission with only two items over 20 percent. The highest 
omission rate was 28 percent. 
The analysis used to determine the discrimination power of the items 
(Menne and Tolsma, 1971) required at least 15 raters for each curriculum 
administrator. One of the 54 curriculum administrators who had 
volunteered had no questionnaires returned, and nine failed to have at 
least 15 raters. Therefore, only 44 curriculum administrators were 
included in the analysis to determine item discrimination. The Menne-
Tolsma discrimination procedure, however, only requires 30 subjects to be 
rated. All 53 curriculum administrators for whom performance ratings were 
obtained were included in other analyses, subject to availability of 
classification data for the curriculum administrator. 
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Results of the use of the Menne-Tolsma discrimination analysis showed 
that 40 items discriminated at the .05 level and seven Items discriminated 
at the .01 level. The Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient for the 47 
discriminating items was .0977. All of the job responsibility and job 
competency items discriminated significantly. All seven of the non-
significantly discriminating items were among the 21 job outcome items. 
They were : 
35. Curriculum development procedures are well defined and well 
understood by the staff. 
42. Program effectiveness is measured using quantitative data 
(e.g., test scores) to supplement professional judgment. 
43. Achievement of learning outcomes is closely monitored. 
45. District level administration plays a strong role in 
decisions related to curriculum outcomes and evaluation. 
49. Instructional technology is effectively integrated into 
teaching practices. 
50. Curriculum and instructional development provides for 
students with disabilities and for students with special 
abilities and talents. 
53. Instructional practices recognize individual differences 
among students. 
One-way analysis of variance tests were done for each of the other 
hypotheses in the study. When there were more than two groups in the 
analysis, the Duncan multiple range test was used to determine the sources 
of significant variance among the groups. 
Significant differences among rater groups were found for 25 items. 
School board members rated curriculum administrators significantly higher 
than other groups for 19 of those items. 
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In many cases, the curriculum administrators had job assignments that 
were beyond the basic assignment of curriculum administration. The 
possible effects of these job assignments were investigated. Three other 
job assignments were considered: supervision of principals, primary 
personnel administrator, and staff development administrator. Information 
about these assignments was available for 47 of the 53 curriculum 
administrators in the study. 
Of the 47 curriculum administrators, 20 supervised principals and 27 
did not. Curriculum administrators who supervise principals had 
significantly higher ratings for items dealing with teacher selection and 
evaluation (item 20), close relationship between district and school goals 
(item 48), and providing curriculum for exceptional children (item 50). 
There were no items with significantly higher ratings when the curriculum 
administrator did not supervise principals. 
Of the 47 curriculum administrators, 11 were the primary personnel 
administrators in their districts and 36 were not. Three items showed 
significant differences. Curriculum administrators who are also the 
primary personnel administrator were rated significantly higher in 
assisting with the selection and evaluation of teachers (item 20). Those 
with the personnel responsibility had significantly lower performance for 
items relating to interpreting test scores (item 10) and involving media 
specialists in curriculum development (item 40). 
Of the 47 curriculum administrators, 31 had primary responsibility for 
staff development and 16 did not. Curriculum administrators who did not 
have responsibility for staff development had significantly higher ratings 
for items identifying needs and problems of curriculum and instruction 
(item 4), budgeting for materials and curriculum development (item 14), 
conducting meetings (item 22), well-defined and understood curriculum 
development procedures (item 35), and integration of instructional 
technology into teaching practices (item 49). Those with responsibility 
for staff development had significantly higher ratings for assisting with 
teacher selection and evaluation (item 20). 
The relationship of district enrollment to the performance ratings of 
curriculum administrators was investigated. Only three of the 54 items 
showed significant differences in mean ratings. These items related to 
evaluating curriculum programs (item 6), directing the work of curriculum 
committees (item 16), and developing people (item 27). For these three 
items, curriculum administrators in the two largest enrollment categories 
(enrollment over 6,000 students) had the lowest mean ratings. 
When considering the age of the curriculum administrator, five items 
showed significant differences in mean ratings. The content of these 
items related to ensuring curriculum articulation (item 3), directing the 
work of curriculum committees (item 16), coordinating the work of 
curriculum specialists and supervisors (item 18), understanding the needs 
of students (item 21), and resolving conflict (item 33). In addition, two 
items had significance levels of .051 and .056. These items dealt with 
evaluating the curriculum development process (item 17) and being a 
facilitator (item 25). For all seven of these items, the middle age 
group, 46 to 55 years, had the highest mean ratings. 
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When educational level of the curriculum administrators was 
considered, nine of the items had significant differences in mean rating. 
These items related to the following content: 
- monitoring the budget (item 15), 
- writing, speaking, and listening effectively (item 24), 
- being a facilitator (item 25), 
- motivating people (item 26), 
- being creative, innovative, and inventive (item 31), 
- monitoring progress toward goals and objectives (item 32), 
- multi-year planning (item 41), 
- preferred instructional approaches are identified (item 46), and 
- teachers believe that the preferred instructional approaches will 
work (item 47). 
Curriculum administrators with educational doctorate degrees had 
significantly higher mean ratings on all items except the item dealing 
with speaking, writing, and listening effectively. For this last item, 
the education doctorate group did, however, have the highest mean rating. 
It should be noted that the education doctorate group contained only five 
curriculum administrators. Therefore, the results must be considered with 
caution. 
The performance of the Ph.D. group was significantly lower than the 
Ed.D. group on items relating to monitoring budget implementation, acting 
as a facilitator, motivating people, multi-year planning, and preferred 
instructional methods and approaches are identified. 
The performance of the specialist degree group was significantly lower 
than the Ed.D. group for items dealing with monitoring budget 
implementation, communicating effectively, acting as a facilitator, 
motivating people, being creative and Innovative, and preferred 
instructional methods and approaches are identified. 
The masters degree group had significantly lower performance than the 
Ed.D. group on items with content related to being creative and 
innovative, monitoring progress toward goals and objectives, and preferred 
instructional methods and approaches are identified. 
Total years of experience in education of the curriculum administrator 
was another factor considered In the analysis of performance differences. 
Only four items had significant differences in mean ratings. These items 
related to coordination of accrediting procedures (item 8), involvement of 
media specialists in curriculum development (item 40), and the strong role 
of the district office is setting outcomes and evaluation criteria (item 
45). There was no particular pattern to these differences. 
Length of service in the position of curriculum administrator was 
found to have an association with only one item. This item dealt with 
provision for multicultural and gender fair curriculum (item 51). Those 
with service In the curriculum administrator position for 11 to 15 years 
had significantly higher mean ratings than those In the position for 16 to 
20 years and those in the position for three to five years. 
With respect to gender of the curriculum administrator, only one item 
which addressed the consistency between district and school goals (item 
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48) was found to have a significant difference between the gender groups. 
Males had a significantly higher mean rating than females for this item. 
Conclusions 
The following conclusions are made based on the results of the 
analysis reported in Chapter VI. 
1. The Menne-Tolsma procedure effectively identified performance 
criterion items that reliably discriminate the quality of performance 
among district level curriculum administrators. 
2. The internal consistency of item ratings by individual raters is 
high as measured by the Cronbach alpha reliability coefficient. 
3. Individuals in the groups who rated the curriculum administrators 
demonstrated a relatively high level of ability to observe the behavior 
and outcomes which the items described. 
4. As a result of the item selection process and the Item review 
process, the performance criterion items used in this study have content 
validity for evaluation of district level curriculum administrators. 
5. The rater groups vary in their perceptions and judgments of 
curriculum administrators' performance. School board members, who 
typically rated performance higher than other rater groups in this study, 
appear to be responsible for most of these differences. 
6. The analysis of curriculum administrator factors and district 
factors did not provide clear-cut, overall performance differences for any 
of the factors. Only one factor had more than five discriminating items 
with significant differences at the .05 level of significance. The one 
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factor, educational level, had nine items showing significant differences, 
but no consistent direct relationship to performance was found among the 
nine items. 
Limitations 
The study has limitations resulting from the design and procedures 
which it used. The generalization of the findings and conclusions of this 
study must be considered in the light of these limitations. 
1. The sample of curriculum administrators was a group of volunteers, 
mostly from districts in five midwestern states. The extent to which they 
may or may not accurately represent the entire population of curriculum 
administrators in America is not known. 
2. The individuals who rated the curriculum administrators' 
performance were also volunteers who, by virtue of their responses, 
indicated that they were knowledgeable raters of the behavior and outcomes 
described by the items. It is not possible to be certain of the quality 
of their knowledge. 
3. The raters made subjective Judgments regarding the performance of 
the curriculum administrators. There was no attempt made to train the 
observers or to ensure common understanding of the items, 
4. The minimum number of raters required in the discrimination 
analysis for this study was 15. It cannot be assumed that the 47 
discriminating items would do so if the number of raters used was less 
than 15. 
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5. The 54 items Included in the questionnaire were selected from the 
literature and from job descriptions and evaluation criteria used in 
school districts. These items represent a sample of all possible items. 
This sample of items is not a random sample and undoubtedly reflects the 
interests and beliefs of those who selected and reviewed the items with 
regard to the job responsibilities, competencies, and outcomes of 
curriculum administrators. 
Discussion 
The primary purpose of this study was to identify valid, reliable, and 
discriminating evaluation criterion items for district level curriculum 
administrators. The discussion which follows addresses four issues: 
discriminating and non-discriminating items, job outcomes, differences 
found when curriculum administrator and district factors were considered, 
and the inclusion of school board members as raters. 
In the discussion of results, 4.00 is used as a cutting score to 
distinguish between relatively high performance and relatively low 
performance. Of the 54 items, 31 had mean ratings greater than or equal 
to 4.00; 23 items had mean rating less than 4.00. For discussion 
purposes, items with mean ratings of less than 4.00 are recommended for 
attention to improve performance of curriculum administrators. 
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Discriminating and non-discrlmtnatlng items 
This study identified 47 discriminating items. There were seven items 
Included on the questionnaire which did not discriminate significantly the 
performance of curriculum administrators. 
For an item to discriminate significantly, "the wlthin-group variance 
should be low in relation to the between-group variance" (Menne and 
Tolsma, 1971, p. 5). Therefore, there are two conditions that could lead 
to an item being found not to discriminate. First, all curriculum 
administrators could have received similar ratings so that there would be 
small differences between the groups of raters. Second, the raters within 
the group rating curriculum administrators may have had very different 
perceptions of the curriculum administrator's performance on the item 
leading to high variance within the groups. In the former case, the item 
is not discriminating but may be important from an evaluation for 
improvement point of view if the similar ratings are low. In the latter 
case, the item may not have a common perception regarding its meaning 
among the raters, or the judgments made may be different because of 
different points of view taken by raters relative to the item. For 
example, school board members may perceive the use of delegation by the 
curriculum administrator differently than the professional subordinates of 
the curriculum administrator. 
When considering the seven non-discriminating items, the school board 
members rated two of the items (items 35 and 43) significantly higher than 
all of the other rater groups, For these two items, it is possible that 
the school board members created the relatively high wlthin-group variance 
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compared to the between-group variance, and therefore, were largely 
responsible for the two items not having significant discrimination power. 
In addition, these two items rank relatively low, 37th and 47th out of 54, 
when the items are placed in rank order according to overall mean rating; 
that is, the overall performance of the curriculum administrators on these 
items was relatively low. The consistent relatively low scores for all 
curriculum administrators may have contributed to a relatively low 
between-group variance for these items. When considering the relatively 
high ratings of school board members compared to other raters and the 
relatively low mean ratings for these items, the lack of discrimination 
power may be explained. 
These two items deal with well-defined and understood curriculum 
development procedures (item 35) and closely monitoring achievement of 
students (item 43). They are important characteristics of effective 
school districts that have been identified by Hallinger and Murphy (1986). 
Despite the lack of discrimination power for these two items, it 
appears appropriate, pending further research, to consider their use in a 
curriculum administrator's evaluation questionnaire. This is particularly 
true when the purpose of the evaluation is to identify strengths and 
weaknesses for improvement. 
Non-discriminating items 49 and 53 deal with the integration of 
instructional technology and recognizing individual differences for 
instruction, respectively. They received relatively low overall mean 
ratings and ranked low when Items were ranked by mean performance rating. 
The mean was 3.73 for item 49 (rank 50th) and 3.97 for item 53 (rank 
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35th). The situation here is two valid items that may contribute greatly 
to learning of students which have relatively low scores as outcomes of 
curriculum administrators' work. The commonality of relatively low scores 
for curriculum administrators on these items may have reduced the between-
group variance and the discriminating power. While these two items will 
not contribute to differentiating low performers from high performers, 
they do address important job outcomes of the curriculum administrator's 
work. 
The remaining three non-discriminating items--item 42 dealing with the 
use of test scores in measuring program effectiveness, item 45 dealing 
with district administration playing a large role in setting curricular 
outcomes and evaluation criteria, and item 50 dealing with consideration 
of exceptional students in curriculum and instructional development--have 
overall mean scores of 4.02, 4.10, and 4.11, respectively. All curriculum 
administrators appear to have relatively high performance on these items. 
The mean performance level for these items ranks them in the middle of the 
item set, 24th to 30th. Given that these are job outcome items derived 
from the effective schools research (items 42 and 45) (Hallinger and 
Murphy, 1988) and from curriculum administrator evaluation forms (item 
50), the inclusion of them on an evaluation questionnaire for a given 
district's curriculum administrator should consider the importance of 
these Job outcomes in the district and the purpose of the evaluation. If 
they are important and the purpose of the evaluation is to identify ways 
to improve performance, then the district should include them. 
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Job outcomes 
Items on the questionnaire were classified into three groups; Job 
responsibilities, job competencies, and job outcomes. Responsibilities 
are tasks assigned in the job description; competencies are general 
knowledge and skills needed to effectively perform as a manager in an 
educational environment; and outcomes are organizational characteristics 
and qualities, staff behavior, and products which are the desired result 
of, in the case of this study, the curriculum administrator's work. The 
inclusion of job outcomes items is useful when a results orientation is 
emphasized for an organization and personnel. These items were not found 
in the literature related to curriculum administrator evaluation. They 
came from the literature on effective schools (Hallinger and Murphy, 1986; 
Peterson, Hallinger, and Murphy, 1987) and essential conditions for 
improvement of student learning (Pankake, 1990). 
Two interesting results can be noted relative to the job outcomes 
items: (1) all of the non-discriminating items were outcomes items, and 
(2) performance ratings on the outcomes items when taken as a group were 
relatively low compared to performance on responsibility and competence 
items. 
As discussed above, inclusion of the non-discriminating outcomes items 
on performance questionnaires should consider the purpose of the 
evaluation. If the purpose of the performance questionnaire is to gather 
information as to how performance might be Improved, then Inclusion is 
recommended. 
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The aggregate mean rating for all responsibility items was 4.13, for 
competency items it was 4.15, and for outcome items the aggregate mean 
rating was 3.89. Although an investigation of this lower aggregate mean 
rating for outcome items was beyond the scope of this study, the finding 
raises the question of why the desired outcomes of a position have scores 
which appear to be considerably lower than the scores for performance of 
responsibilities and competencies. Further, are schools getting the 
maximum benefit from the position of curriculum administrator if the 
performance for outcomes is not rated as high as the performance for the 
input responsibilities and competencies? Is that input really related to 
the outcomes desired of the position? What can be done to increase the 
quality of the outcomes at least to the level of the quality of input? 
And what effect would increasing the quality of the outcomes have on 
student learning in schools? 
Curriculum administrator and district factors 
The data gathered on performance of curriculum administrators were 
analyzed to determine performance differences that might be present 
related to various curriculum administrator and district factors. These 
factors included three other district level job assignments (supervision 
of principals, primary personnel administrator, and staff development 
administrator), enrollment of the district, age, educational level, 
experience in education, experience in the curriculum administrator 
position, and gender. Of these nine factors, six had four or less items 
that had significant performance differences. These were supervision of 
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principals, three items; primary personnel administrator, three items; 
district enrollment, three items; educational experience, four items; 
curriculum administration experience, one item; and gender, one item. One 
district factor, staff development administrator, had six items showing 
significant differences in ratings. Two curriculum administrator factors 
showed significant rating differences--age, seven items; and educational 
level, nine items. For practical purposes, these differences do not 
appear to be important in overall performance in the position of 
curriculum administrator. There are, however, some interesting 
observations that can be made. 
Additional lob assignments There were two logical differences that 
appeared when other job assignments were considered. 
First, those who supervise principals, have personnel administration 
responsibility, or have staff development responsibility have greater 
participation in teacher selection and evaluation. In more effective 
school districts, this is one of the ways that central office staff 
supports principals (Peterson, Hallinger, and Murphy, 1987). It is 
appropriate to expect more attention to teacher selection and evaluation 
when the curriculum administrator has personnel responsibility and staff 
development responsibility. It can also be reasoned that the curriculum 
administrator would deal more directly with teacher Issues in the line 
position of supervising principals. 
Second, when the curriculum administrator supervises principals, the 
relationship between district and building goals is clearer. Murphy and 
Hallinger (1988) found that strong centralized management control In the 
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areas of establishing outcomes and accountability processes and 
consistency of outcomes from district to building are characteristics of 
effective school districts. The curriculum administrator's direct 
supervision of principals provides stronger formal authority for 
accomplishing these outcomes. In this study, the positive aspect of the 
direct supervision of principals by curriculum administrators is seen in 
higher performance on the outcome item dealing with a clear relationship 
between district and building goals. The means for this item were 4.35 
with supervision of principals and 3.56 without supervision of principals. 
Staff development assignment When the curriculum administrator was 
not responsible for staff development in the district, performance was 
rated significantly higher with respect to identifying curriculum needs 
and problems, preparing budgets for instructional materials and curriculum 
development, and conducting meetings. In addition, curriculum development 
procedures were better defined and understood and instructional technology 
was more effectively integrated into teaching practices when the 
curriculum administrator did not have staff development responsibility. 
While performance on the first three items was relatively high regardless 
of staff development responsibility, the last two items, which were job 
outcome items that did not significantly discriminate, had relatively low 
performance for all curriculum administrators. Well-defined and 
understood curriculum development procedures had an overall mean of 3.95 
while curriculum administrators with staff development responsibility had 
a mean of 3.68. Integration of technology into teaching practices had an 
overall mean of 3.73 while curriculum administrators with staff 
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development responsibility had a mean of 3.29, The performance of the 
curriculum administrators with staff development responsibility was 
significantly lower than the already relatively low performance of all 
curriculum administrators. Apparently the additional responsibilities for 
staff development further detract from these important curriculum 
administrator job outcomes. 
The sixth item which showed significant differences related to staff 
development responsibility was assisting with teacher selection and 
evaluation. As was discussed earlier, in the case of all three additional 
job assignments--supervising principals, personnel administrator, and 
staff development-- the individuals give more attention to teacher 
selection and evaluation when they have these assignments. 
Multiple additional assignments No analysis was made for the 
situation where the curriculum administrator had more than one of the 
additional assignments considered in this study. Of the 47 curriculum 
administrators for whom this information was available, 14 indicated 
having two of the additional assignments and five indicated having all 
three. It would be appropriate for future research to investigate the 
possible effects of multiple additional assignments. 
District enrollment For curriculum administrators in districts 
over 6,000 students, there was a tendency to be rated lower than 
curriculum administrators in districts with less than 6,000 students on 
all three of the items that showed significant differences. These items 
dealt with evaluation of curriculum and instructional programs, directing 
the work of curriculum committees, and developing people. The difference 
92 
in mean rating ranged from .93 to 1.07 on the five-point scale. There may 
be some tendency for curriculum administrators in larger districts to pay 
less attention to these aspects of the Job. A possible explanation could 
be that in the larger districts the curriculum administrators have 
professionals reporting to them to whom the two responsibilities are 
delegated. The competency of developing people, however, cannot be 
delegated. The curriculum administrator should maintain responsibility 
for developing the staff reporting directly to the curriculum 
administrator. 
Experience For the variables of total experience in education and 
experience as a curriculum administrator, there were several groups with 
less than six individuals in a classification group. No pattern of 
significant differences appeared, and given the small number that some 
groups had, the results should be viewed with caution. 
Gender The only item that provided a significant difference when 
gender of the curriculum administrator was considered dealt with a clear 
relationship between district and school goals, with males having a 
significantly higher rating than females. As discussed above, this item 
also showed a significant performance difference when the factor of 
supervision of principals was tested. It is interesting to note here that 
of the 13 female curriculum administrators included in this analysis, only 
three supervised principals while half of the 34 male curriculum 
administrators supervised principals. It appears that the difference 
found here could relate more to gender differences in line administrative 
assignment than to gender. It is appropriate to conclude that this study 
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found no differences in curriculum administrator performance associated 
with gender. 
Ape Five items had significant differences when age was 
considered. The content of these items covered curriculum articulation, 
directing the work of curriculum committees, coordinating the work of 
curriculum specialists and supervisors, and resolving conflicts. In 
addition, there were two items which just missed significance at the .05 
level (.051 and .056). These items dealt with evaluating the curriculum 
and instructional development process and acting as a facilitator. For 
all seven of these items, the middle of the three age groups, 46 to 55 
years, was found to have a significantly higher mean rating than at least 
one of the other two age ranges, 36 to 45 years and 56 to 65 years. 
The middle age group mean performance was significantly higher than 
both of the other two groups for the two items related to curriculum 
articulation and directing curriculum committees. The middle group mean 
rating was significantly higher than the youngest group for three items 
dealing with coordinating curriculum specialists and supervisors, acting 
as a facilitator, and resolving conflicts. Perhaps the youngest group is 
still learning the "people skills" needed for higher performance on these 
items. The middle group had significantly higher mean ratings than the 
oldest group for two items dealing with evaluating curriculum development 
procedures and understanding the needs of the students. 
Because of the relatively low mean ratings, curriculum administrators 
in the youngest group should give special attention to curriculum 
articulation which, for their group members, had a mean rating of 3.86 and 
resolving conflicts which had a mean rating of 3.67. Members of the 
oldest group should give attention to curriculum articulation which had a 
mean rating of 3.78, evaluating the curriculum development process with a 
mean rating of 3.88, and understanding the needs of students with a mean 
of 3.78. The item dealing with curriculum articulation had a relatively 
low mean rating to both the youngest (3.86) and the oldest (3.78) groups. 
Both groups should give attention to these items. Directing the work of 
curriculum committees had relatively high mean ratings for all three 
groups--4.22 for 56 to 65 years, 4.25 for 36 to 45 years, and 5.00 for 46 
to 55 years. Therefore, special attention to these items is not 
recommended. 
Educational level Educational level had nine items that showed 
significant differences. Four groups were formed based on highest degree 
held--masters, specialist, Ed.D., and Ph.D. In this analysis, the Ed.D. 
group was not combined with the Ph.D. group. The Ed.D. group had only 
five curriculum administrators. The results need to be viewed with some 
caution. 
The Ed.D. group, however, had the highest mean rating for each of the 
nine items that showed significant differences among the groups. The 
Ph.D. group, with 12 curriculum administrators, had the lowest mean rating 
for three of the nine items and second lowest mean for three other items. 
While it could be argued that the two doctorate degree groups should have 
been combined, the results for these items show significant variance in 
performance on five of the nine items despite the small number of Ed.D. 
curriculum administrators. Those in the Ph.D. group showed significant 
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relative weakness in the areas of budget implementation (mean of 4.08), 
acting as a facilitator (mean of 4.33), multi-year improvement plans (mean 
of 3.58), clearly identified methods of instruction that are preferred by 
the district (mean of 3.42), and teachers having high confidence that the 
preferred instructional approaches will be effective (mean of 3.08). The 
last three items, all job outcome items that significantly discriminated, 
have mean ratings well below 4.00 and should receive special attention 
when analyzing performance of the Ph.D. group in future research. 
The finding of the significant differences between curriculum 
administrators with Ed.D. and Ph.D. degrees is surprising. Future 
research should determine if this finding can be replicated, and if 
replicated, explore possible causes. 
Curriculum administrators with specialist degrees had significantly 
lower mean performance ratings for seven of the nine items: monitoring 
the budget (mean of 4.29); effective communication in writing, speaking, 
and listening (mean of 4.00), acting as a facilitator (mean of 4.14); 
motivating people (mean of 3.86); creativity, innovation, and 
inventiveness (mean of 3.64); and teachers having high confidence that the 
preferred instructional approaches will be effective (mean of 3.79). The 
items with mean performance rating over 4.00 should not be viewed as 
important for attention for improvement as those rated below 4.00. 
Curriculum administrators with master's degrees had significantly 
lower mean performance ratings on two items: monitoring progress toward 
goals (mean of 3.87) and teachers having high confidence that the 
preferred instructional approaches will be effective (mean of 3.87). The 
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relatively low rating for these items suggests opportunities for 
improvement for this group. 
Ratings bv school board members 
When considering differences in performance ratings made by the 
different rating groups, it was noted that school board members had given 
the highest mean ratings for 19 of the 25 items that had significant 
differences in ratings by rater group. Curriculum administrators, 
superintendents, and the other professionals group each had the highest 
mean rating for only two items. The school board group had significantly 
higher ratings than at least one other group for 23 of the 25 items. A 
review of ratings by all groups and all items showed that the school board 
member group had the highest mean rating oh 37 of the 54 items. It seems 
clear that the school board group has a tendency to rate the curriculum 
administrators higher than other groups. 
It should be noted that school board members did rate two items 
significantly lower than at least one other group. These items dealt with 
monitoring the budget and delegating responsibility and authority. 
It is possible that the school board members as a group are largely 
responsible for the significant differences found in mean ratings among 
the rater groups. Future research should examine this issue. In the 
meantime, those who use this questionnaire should be cautious with the 
Inclusion of school board members as raters. It appears that they view 




This study and its results provide suggestions for curriculum 
administrator evaluation and for future research on this topic. 
Recommendations for evaluation of curriculum administrators 
The performance of the people who are responsible for management of 
school systems is an Important target in improvement efforts of education 
generally. The extent to which the individuals in management positions in 
school districts carry out their duties and responsibilities effectively 
and achieve organizational outcomes which have high probability of 
increasing learning of students will be a significant factor in improving 
the quality of education in America. This study was directed at 
identifying evaluation criteria and procedures which will help to improve 
the performance of the district level administrator responsible for 
curriculum and instruction. Results of this study suggest ways to 
implement curriculum administrator evaluation. 
1, The items and rating scale used in the questionnaire for this 
study are appropriate for use in any district. The discriminating items 
can be used for the purpose of performance feedback as well as to 
differentiate the performance of individuals. The use of non­
discriminating items is not appropriate for the purpose of differentiating 
performance level, but they can and should be used in situations where the 
purpose is to identify strengths and weaknesses relative to the Job 
outcomes that they describe when the items are considered relevant for the 
district. 
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2. Multiple raters should be used, and at least 15 individuals should 
complete the questionnaire. Obtaining feedback from superiors, peers, 
subordinates, and other professional staff in a school district provides a 
variety of sources of data and a rich mixture of points of view. The 
concept of upward feedback which would be provided by subordinates and 
professionals at the building level has been emphasized for both the 
private sector (Robinson, 1990) and educational (Manatt, 1988) 
organizations. It is important to have at least 15 raters in order to 
assure that situation for the discrimination power identified in this 
study is replicated. 
3. When considering raters, it should be recognized that school board 
members are likely to rate performance higher than other groups for most 
items. It is not recommended that school board members be omitted from 
the rating group because they have an important perspective politically. 
But the apparent fact that their perspective is significantly different 
from other rater groups should be recognized in the feedback process. 
4. The pool of significantly discriminating performance criteria 
created by this study should be considered as one source for creating 
performance evaluation instruments and questionnaires for judgments about 
curriculum administrators' performances. In addition, structured 
interviews with the superintendent, principals, teachers, and other staff; 
a review of work products; and direct observations of interactions with 
individuals and groups will provide helpful data to produce the highest 
accuracy in evaluation judgments. 
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5. Plugge (1989) identified lack of job clarity and job function 
overload as two problems that have historically plagued the curriculum 
administrator. The evaluation system for curriculum administrators should 
clearly define the expectations and provide focus for the position. The 
expectations come from a number of sources that go beyond the job 
description. Other sources include long-range plans and annual goals and 
objectives of the district. 
Recommendations for future research 
1. A replication of this study with a different sample of curriculum 
administrators is recommended. Such a study would further confirm or 
appropriately call into question the findings of this study. 
2. It is recommended that the effects of the separation of the 
education doctorate and the doctor of philosophy groups be further 
studied. 
3. It is recommended that the role that the school board member group 
played in the findings be studied in light of the rather large number of 
items for which the group produced significantly higher ratings. 
4. This study addressed other job assignments (supervision of 
principals, personnel administration, and staff development 
administration), but only one at a time. It is recommended that the 
possible effects of multiple other assignments be investigated. 
5. This study found two results related to the job outcomes items 
that warrant further study; (1) all non-discriminating items were job 
outcome items, and (2) the job outcomes items appeared to have a lower 
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aggregate mean rating than job responsibility and competency items. These 
issues and more aggressive emphasis on Job outcomes in evaluation of 
curriculum administrators should be investigated further. In addition, 
the job outcome items used in this study were a sample of possible job 
outcomes. The study of other job outcome items would add richness to the 
curriculum administrator evaluation. 
6. The raters used in this study were volunteers who had no known 
training relative to the meaning or observation of the content of the 
items. A study in which the raters received training relative to the 
content and meaning of the items would reduce the subjectivity of the 
ratings, and possibly increase the inter-rater reliability. 
7. This study avoided the use of items that dealt with the inspection 
role of district administrators related to the curriculum outcomes and 
instructional strategies and the use of test scores in personnel 
evaluation because of their controversial nature. The positive 
relationship of such items to effective school districts (Peterson, 
Hallinger, and Murphy, 1989) suggests the importance of including these 
items in future research. 
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Selecting criteria for the evaluation of district level 
curriculum administrators based on item discrimination power 
To Survey Participants: 
Professor Manatt and I wish to thank you for your participation 
in this research project. Your interest, effort, and thoughtful 
completion of the questionaire are greatly appreciated. 
The purpose of this research project is to identify valid, 
reliable, and discriminating evaluation criteria for district 
level curriculum/instructional administrators. The research 
project is one in a series of studies addressing the problem of 
identifying valid, reliable, and discriminating evaluation 
criteria for educators that Professor Manatt has directed at Iowa 
State University. Previous research has identified evaluation 
criteria for teachers, counselors, principals, and 
superintendents. 
The statistical treatment that will be applied requires that data 
regarding perceived performance of the curriculum administrator 
be collected from a group of 18-20 individuals who have knowledge 
of the individual's performance from observation in settings 
related to his/her responsibilities in the school district. These 
individuals include the curriculum administrator (a self 
evaluation), the superintendent, board members, peer 
administrators and subordinates in the central office, elementary 
and secondary principals, and building level certified staff that 
have worked on curriculum development projects in the last year. 
The 54 items on the enclosed questionaire describe job 
responsibilities, job outcomes, and job competencies of district 
level curriculum administrators. The items focus specifically on 
curriculum and instruction and management functions. They do not 
address other major functional areas such as staff development, 
human resources, and line supervision of principals which are 
included in the job responsibilities of some district level 
curriculum administrators. 
The items have been developed from a review of literature and the 
review of job descriptions and evaluation instruments for 
curriculum administrators from over 100 school districts. 
Research Project Conducted by 
Charles E. Ruebling 
Under the Direction of 
Professor Richard Manatt 
Iowa State University 
(Continued on the back. Please turn this page over.) 
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The survey items have been reviewed by a jury of scholars and 
those practicing in the field and have been field tested. The 
survey takes about 15-20 minutes to complete. 
The identity of each survey participant will be kept strictly 
confidential. No data will appear in any report of this study 
that would allow an individual's responses to be known by others. 
No information allowing identification of a specific school 
district's results will be published. The study's procedures for 
data collection, data handling, and reporting have been reviewed 
and approved by the Iowa State University Committee on the Use of 
Human Subjects in Research. 
Your participation in this project is voluntary. If you choose 
not to complete the questionnaire, simply seal the uncompleted 
response form in the envelope provided and return the envelope to 
the District Survey Coordinator whose name appears on the 
envelope. No one will be able to identify you. 
School districts participating in the project will receive a 
complimentary copy of a summary of the project and its findings. 
Your participation is greatly appreciated. Thank you! 
Please use this questionnaire to 
rate the performance of the 
individual whose name appears on 
the label in the upper right 
hand corner of this page. 
CURRICULUM ADMINISTRATOR PERFORMANCE 
ITEM DISCRIMINATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR RESPONDING TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
1. DO NOT enter your name on the response sheet. 
2. The response sheet has been preraarked for your position in 
the district; for example, principal, teacher, superintendent, 
etc. 
3. Mark your response to the items on the scannable response 
sheet. Please follow these directions carefully: 
Use black lead pencil only (No. 2 or 
softer). 
Do NOT use ink or ballpoint pens. 
Make heavy black marks that fill the 
circle completely. 
Erase cleanly any response you wish to 
change. 
Make no stray marks on the response 
sheet. 
4. Please complete the box titled "sex" which is located just 
to the right of the name gride. 
5. Do not mark any other grids in the Identification Section of 
the response sheet. 
6. Please read each item and respond to each item individually, 
without discussion with anyone else. 
7. When you have completed the questionnaire, place only the 
scannable response sheet in the envelope provided, seal it, and 
return it to the individual named on the envelope. That person 
will return the materials to Professor Richard Manatt at Iowa 




1 © @ ® © ©: 
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Instructions continued on the next page. 
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8. PLEASE DO NOT FOLD THE SCANNABLE RESPONSE SHEET. 
9. Using the rating scale below, please blacken in the 
corresponding number on your response sheet which most accurately 
describes your judgement of the curriculum administrator's 
performance on the item. Mark only one response for each item. 
Use a No. 2 pencil. 
RATING SCALE 
1. Never or Strongly Disagree 
2. Seldom or Disagree 
3. Sometimes or Neither Agree or Disagree 
4. Often or Agree 
5. Always or Strongly Agree 
No mark. Unable to observe. 
If you have not been able to observe the performance 
described in the item, do not mark any bubbles for that 
item. 
Example: 
1. Responds promptly to requests. 
If this were the first item on the questionnaire, you would 
read the item, then fill in the appropriate circle on the 
response sheet. For example, if you selected "Often or 
Agree" (4) as your response, number 1 on your answer sheet 
would look like the sample response printed below. 
A B C D E 
1 0 © ® ® ©  
10. Please respond to each of the items beginning on the next 
page. 
11. Rate the performance of the individual whose name appears on 
the label in the upper right hand corner of the first page of the 
questionnaire. 
The survey items begin on the next page. 
CURRICULUM ADMINISTRATOR PERFORMANCE 
ITEM DISCRIMINATION QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Using the rating scale below, please blacken in the corresponding 
number on your response sheet which most accurately describes 
your judgement of the performance for each item. Rate the 
performance of the curriculum administrator whose name appears on 
the label in the upper right hand corner of Page l. Note that 
some items refer to the curriculum administrator's 
responsibilities, some to competencies, and some to outcomes. 
Mark only one response for each item, or make no mark if you have 
not observed the item. Use a No. 2 pencil. 
RATING SCALE 
1. Never or Strongly Disagree 
2. Seldom or Disagree 
3. Sometimes or Neither Agree or Disagree 
4. Often or Agree 
5. Always or Strongly Agree 
No mark. Unable to observe 
1. Investigates and evaluates research and innovations 
in curriculum, instruction, and school organization. 
2. Establishes long-range goals for curriculum and 
instruction in the district. 
3. Ensures curriculum articulation between grade 
levels and school units. 
4. Identifies curriculum and instructional needs and 
problems. 
5. Communicates and interprets the curriculum and 
instructional program to the board of education, community, 
and school staff. 
6. Evaluates curriculum and instructional programs. 
7. Directs the process for selection of instructional 
materials, including textbooks. 
8. Coordinates accreditation procedures. 
9. Promotes integration of instructional technology 
into teaching practices. 
10. Interprets test scores. 
11. Establishes goals and objectives based on, and 
consistent with, identified needs. 
12. Assesses accomplishment of established goals and 
obj ectives. 
Please continue on the next page. 
RATING SCALE 
1. Never or Strongly Disagree 
2. Seldom or Disagree 
3. Sometimes or Neither Agree or Disagree 
4. Often or Agree 
5. Always or Strongly Agree 
No mark. Unable to observe 
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13. Monitors compliance with state and federal education 
regulations. 
14. Prepares budgets for instructional materials and 
curriculum development. 
15. Monitors implementation of the budget. 
16. Directs the work of curriculum committees. 
17. Evaluates the curriculum and instructional 
development process. 
18. Coordinates the work of curriculum specialists and 
supervisors. 
19. Prepares proposals for external grants. 
20. Assists with teacher selection and evaluation. 
21. Understands the needs of the students. 
22. Conducts meetings effectively and efficiently. 
23. Believes that students are capable of learning more. 
24. Communicates effectively in writing, speaking, and 
listening. 
25. Is a facilitator. 
26. Motivates people. 
27. Develops people. 
28. Plans effectively. 
29. Organizes resources effectively. 
30. Delegates authority and responsibility. 
31. Is creative, innovative, and inventive. 
32. Monitors progress toward goals and objectives. 
Please continue on the next page. 
RATING SCALE 
1. Never or Strongly Disagree 
2. Seldom or Disagree 
3. Sometimes or Neither Agree or Disagree 
4. Often or Agree 
5. Always or Strongly Agree 
No mark. Unable to observe 
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33. Resolves conflicts. 
34. Learner outcomes are stated in measurable terms. 
35. Curriculum development procedures are well defined and 
well understood by the staff. 
36. Long range goals of the district focus on curriculum, 
instruction, and improving student learning. 
37. Functional, useful curriculum guides are developed, 
38. Teachers regularly use curriculum guides during 
instructional planning and implementation. 
39. Guidance personnel are involved in curriculum 
development. 
40. Librarians and media specialists are involved in 
curriculum development. 
41. District improvement plans are multi-year. 
42. Program effectiveness is measured using quantitative 
data (e.g., test scores) to supplement professional 
judgement. 
43. Achievement of learning outcomes is closely monitored. 
44. Schools have broad input into implementation decisions. 
45. District level administration plays a strong role in 
decisions related to curriculum outcomes and evaluation. 
46. Preferred instructional approaches and methods have 
been clearly identified in the district. 
47. Teaching staff has high confidence that the district's 
preferred instructional approaches will effectively promote 
student learning. 
48. There is a clear relationship between district and 
school level goals. 
Please continue on the next page. 
RATHWq 5CALB 
1. Never or Strongly Disagree 
2. Seldom or Disagree 
3. Sometimes or Neither Agree or Disagree 
4. Often or Agree 
5. Always or Strongly Agree 
No mark. Unable to observe 
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49. Instructional technology is effectively integrated into 
teaching practices. 
50. Curriculum and instructional development provides for 
students with disabilities and for students with special 
abilities and talents. 
51. Curriculum development practices ensure that curriculum 
developed is multi-cultural and gender fair. 
52. The use of a model for development of curriculum guides 
is reguired. 
53. Instructional practices recognize individual 
differences among students. 
54. Staff development is related to the district's 
preferred instructional approaches and is required. 
When you have finished the questionnaire, please place the 
response sheet in the envelope provided and seal it. Then return 
the sealed envelope to the District Survey Coordinator whose name 
appears on the envelope. That person will return all 
questionnaires to Professor Richard Manatt at Iowa State 
University. 






Please provide the information requested below. Seal this 
Information Sheet in the envelope with your response sheet. 
1. Do school principals report directly to you? Yes No 
If Yes, how many principals report directly to you? 
2. Do you serve as the primary personnel administrator for your 
school district? Yes No 
3. Do you serve as the primary staff development administrator 
for your district? Yes No 






5. Please indicate the range into which range your age falls. 
25 to 35 years 
36 to 45 years 
46 to 55 years 
56 to 65 years 
Over 65 years 
6. Indicate which levels your responsibilities for curriculum 
and instruction include. 
Elementary only 
Secondary only 
Elementary and Secondary 
7. How many total years experience do you have in education? 
8. How many years of experience do you have in this position? 
9. What is your district's 1989-90 enrollment? 
Please seal this Information Sheet in the envelope with you 
scannable response sheet and return it to the Survey coordinator 
whose name appears on the envelope. THANK YOU! 
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APPENDIX B. 
STUDY PARTICIPATION REQUESTS AND INFORMATION SHEETS 
First Letter to Superintendents 
Project: Evaluation Criteria for District 
Curriculum/Instruction Administrators - Information 
Sheet 
Second Letter to Superintendents 
Survey Participant Information Sheet 
September 18, 1989 
«supt title», «supt first» «supt last» 
«district» 
«mailing» 
«city», «state» «zip» 
Dear «supt title», «supt last»: 
The purpose of this letter is to request information regarding 
the evaluation of district level administrators who have 
responsibility for curriculum and instruction in the «district». 
Specifically, the request is for a job description, evaluation 
instrument, and any other descriptive materials related to the 
performance appraisal of the curriculum administrator. 
A brief Information Sheet for your district is enclosed which 
will verify or provide additional important information about the 
«district». 
The materials and information requested are in support of a 
research project intended to identify valid, reliable, and 
discriminating evaluation criteria for district level 
curriculum/instructional administrators. The research is being 
done under the direction of Professor Richard Manatt at Iowa 
State University. It is one in a series of studies that have 
addressed valid, reliable, and discriminating evaluation criteria 
for teachers, counselors, principals, and superintendents. 
We are particularly pleased that Ron Brandt, Editor of 
Educational Leadership, has expressed an interest in publishing 
the results of the study when it is completed. 
You will note that the Information Sheet presents an opportunity 
for the district level curriculum/instruction administrator in 
your district to participate in the field test of the items. If 
there is interest in considering participation, please indicate 
that. We will be in contact with you regarding participation in 
late October. 
Please return the Information Sheet and the requested evaluation 
materials in the enclosed, self-addressed envelope by October 6, 
1989. 
Thank you for your help! 
Sincerely, 
Charles E. Ruebling 
Enclosures 
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Project: Evaluation Criteria for District Curriculum/ 
Instruction Administrators 
District: «district» 
Student enrollment: «enrlt» Grade Levels: Elem/Sec 
Elem only 
Sec only 
Curriculum/Instruction Administrator's Title: 
Deputy Superintendent Director 
Associate Superintendent Coordinator 
Assistant Superintendent Other 
Executive Director 




«c/iadm last», «c/iadm first» 
/ 
Last name First name 
Years of experience in education: 
Years of experience in this position: 
Are you willing to consider further participation in this 
research project? yes no 
PLEASE RETURN THIS INFORMATION SHEET ALONG WITH THE 
REQUESTED EVALUATION MATERIALS IN THE ADDRESSED ENVELOPE 
PROVIDED BY OCTOBER 6, 1989. THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP! 
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January 8, 1990 
«supt title», «supt first» «supt last» 
«district» 
«mailing» 
«city», «state» «zip» 
Dear «supt title», «supt last»: 
Thank you for sending information about evaluation of curriculum 
administrators in the «district». With your help, we have progressed to 
the point of completion of the design of the evaluation instrument and 
are ready to prepare survey packets for distribution to participating 
school districts. Your continued willingness to participate in our 
research project will be greatly appreciated. 
Let me briefly review the research project for you. Your 
district's participation will support a research effort intended to 
identify valid, reliable, and discriminating evaluation criteria for 
district level curriculum/instructional administrators. The research is 
being done under the direction of Professor Richard Manatt at Iowa State 
University. It is one in a series of studies that have addressed valid, 
reliable, and discriminating evaluation criteria for teachers, 
counselors, principals, and superintendents. 
The data collection process is a survey with 50 evaluation items 
for curriculum administrators. We need 18 individuals in your district 
to rate «c/iadm first» «c/iadm last»'s performance using the survey. 
Individual responses to the survey will be kept confidential. «c/iadm 
title», «c/iadm last» will receive a confidential summary of the 
ratings. Both you and «c/iadm title». «c/iadm last» will receive a 
summary report of the study's findings. 
We ask that you involve «c/iadm title», «c/iadm last» in selecting 
the 18 individuals who will complete the survey. 
To most efficiently implement the survey procedures, we need to 
gather information about the survey participants. We will use this 
information to organize the materials that we send to the district. 
Enclosed is a "Survey Participant Information Sheet" along with 
instructions for identifying survey participants. It is, of course, 
important that these instructions be followed in selecting survey 
participants. 
Please return the "Survey Participants Information Sheet" in the 
enclosed, addressed envelop by January 31, 1990. Survey packets will be 
distributed in late February, Again, thank you for participating in 
this research project. 
Sincerely, 
Charles E. Ruebling 
Enclosures 
SURVEY PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 
«district» 
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1. District Survey Coordinator 
Name 
Address 
City State Zip 
2. Survey Participants 
a. Superintendent «supt first» «supt last» 
b. Curriculum/Instruction Administrator 
«c/iadm first» «c/iadm last», «c/i position» 
c. School Board Members 
d. Peers - Other Central office Administrators 
(not reporting to («c/iadm first» «c/iadm last») 
e. Elementary Principals 
f. Secondary Principals 
g. «c/iadm first» «c/iadm last» 's Subordinates (licensed or certified) 
h. Teachers and Professional Support Staff who have participated in 
curriculum/instructional development projects during the last year 
PLEASE RETURN THE COMPLETED INFORMATION SHEET IN THE ENVELOP PROVIDED BY 
JANUARY 31, 1990. THANK YOU! 
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APPENDIX C. 
MEAN RATINGS FOR EACH ITEM FOR EACH RATER GROUP AND THE TOTAL GROUP 
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Table C.l. Mean ratings for each item for each rater group and 
total group® 
Curriculum 
Item All evaluators Superintendents administrators 
no. N Mean SD F ratio N Mean SD N Mean SD 
1 848 4 .35 0 .6669 2 .6049* 48 4 .13 0 .8411 51 4 .43 0 .5746 
2 856 4 .27 0 .7611 1 .3693 48 4 .13 0 .7889 51 4 .33 0 .6532 
3 849 3 .9 0 .8529 3 .0507* 48 4 .06 0 .6967 51 4 .04 0 .7473 
4 860 4 .16 0 .7311 1 .1515 48 4 .17 0 .8078 51 4 .31 0 .5474 
5 861 4 .26 0 .7496 0 .5559 48 4 .21 0 .7426 51 4 .27 0 .5685 
6 841 4 .03 0 .8225 2 .5417* 48 3 .18 0 .7623 51 4 .06 0 .7046 
7 820 4 .16 0 .9498 0 .9211 48 4 .17 0 .8833 51 4 .18 1 .014 
8 627 3 .89 1 .0868 5 .7817* 48 3 .58 1 .028 48 3 .23 1 .2246 
9 813 3 .97 0 .8818 1 .9079 48 3 .83 0 .8588 50 4 .04 0 .8071 
10 784 3 .93 0 .9368 2 .0287* 48 3 .79 0 .9216 51 3 .92 0 .9131 
11 846 4 .19 0 .7842 1 .7445 48 4 .16 0 .7987 51 4 ,27 0 .6026 
12 829 4 .04 0, 8104 1 .7738 48 3 .94 0 .8355 51 4, 1 0 ,6405 
13 823 4 .48 0, 6989 1, 9666 48 4 .35 0, 8377 51 4, 43 0, 6405 
14 792 4, ,35 0, 8236 1, 9258 48 4, ,17 0, 9964 51 4, ,43 0, 8063 
15 753 4, ,12 0. ,908 4, 8296* 48 3, 88 1. ,0027 51 4. 45 0, 6423 
16 856 4. 42 0. 8198 1, 5613 48 4, ,38 0. 9368 51 4. 47 0. 7577 
17 838 4. 21 0. 8468 3. 0399* 48 3. ,96 1. 051 51 4. 29 0. 7562 
18 789 4. 24 0. 8544 0. 8328 48 4. 21 0. 8742 47 4. 3 0. 7778 
19 701 3. 77 1. 0286 2. 7154* 48 3. 67 0. 9528 50 3. 64 1. 0835 
20 761 3. 74 1. 2142 1. 6645 48 3. 92 1. 3019 51 3. 82 1. 1951 
21 846 4. 11 0. 829 2. 3365* 48 4. 19 0. 7897 51 4. 25 0. 5601 
22 860 4. 25 0. 8394 0. 8342 48 4. 21 0. 8495 51 4. 27 0. 6349 
23 827 4. 52 0. 6437 1. 3386 48 4. 4 0. 8184 51 4, 75 0. 4401 
24 864 4. 35 0. 8154 1. 7991 48 4. 29 0. 8495 51 4. 37 0. 6312 
25 855 4. 32 0. 8034 0. 6071 48 4. 27 0. 9165 51 4. 43 0. 6084 
26 862 3. 98 0. 9186 1. 38 48 3. 92 0. 8464 51 4. 22 0. 6727 
27 838 3. 95 0. 9281 2. 1817* 48 3. 94 0. 9765 51 4. 24 0. 6808 
28 844 4. 26 0. 7836 1. 5991 48 4. 27 0. 844 51 4. 2 0. 6331 
29 824 4. 18 0. 7632 1. 9904 48 4. 13 0. 7889 51 4. 1 0. 671 
30 837 4. 08 0. 8396 4. 5256* 48 3. 79 0. 7978 50 4 0. 6999 
°The asterisk (*) indicates significance at the .05 level. The pound 
sign (#) indicates significance at the .01 level. 
Table C.l. Continued 
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Curriculum 
Item All evaluators Superintendents administrators 
no. N Mean SD F ratio N Mean SD N Mean SD 
31 845 4 0 .8722 1 .8078 48 4 .04 0 .8495 51 4 .08 0 .6883 
32 846 4 .15 0 .7629 2 .5899* 48 3 .86 0 .9138 51 4 .14 0 .6007 
33 810 3 .84 0 .8294 1 .8892 48 3 .77 0 .8565 51 4 .04 0 .5277 
34 781 4 .03 0 .8015 2 .3965* 48 3 .85 0 .8989 51 3 .84 0 . 7582 
35 833 3 .95 0 .8442 2 .6817* 48 3 .92 0 .739 51 3 .86 0 .7217 
36 848 4 .33 0 .8006 0 .695 47 4 .19 0 .8757 51 4 .35 0 .6877 
37 822 3 .99 0 .8752 2 .1325* 48 4 .1 0 .881 51 4 .1 0 .7812 
38 737 3 .4 0 .9746 2 .2277* 46 3 .54 0 .8355 49 3 .41 0 .6745 
39 720 3 .27 1 .079 1 .0125 48 3 .35 0 .7576 50 3 .36 0 ,9638 
40 760 3 .6 1 .0051 i .8319 48 3, .86 0 ,7889 51 3 .69 0 , 9485 
41 821 4 ,17 0 .8626 2 .6904* 48 3, 98 1, 0415 51 4 ,12 0 ,7654 
42 809 4, ,02 0 ,8081 2, 5417* 48 4, ,02 0. ,9107 51 4, 02 0, 7346 
43 792 3, .8 0, ,8631 4, 6203* 48 3, 69 0, 9488 51 3, 67 0, ,7916 
44 828 3. 94 0, .8223 3.0106* 48 4. 31 0. 689 51 4, ,14 0, 6934 
45 832 4. 1 0. 8244 1. 9011 48 3. 98 0. 9563 51 4. 22 0. 5767 
46 822 3. 83 0. 9823 0. 9124 48 3. 85 0. 8989 51 3. 82 0. 8175 
47 802 3. 5 0. 9067 3. 2333* 47 3. 74 0. 7363 51 3. 55 0. 6727 
48 838 3. 92 0. 8899 1. 3428 48 4. 06 0. 885 51 3. 88 0. 7388 
49 827 3. 73 0. 8201 3. 6895* 48 3. 71 0. 8742 51 3. 47 0. 578 
50 850 4. 11 0. 8424 3. 8293* 48 4. 29 0. 7426 51 4. 18 0. 6231 
51 820 4. 12 0. 8197 1. 8907 48 4. 19 0. 7623 51 3. 9 0. 8545 
52 728 3. 84 0. 9902 2. 2231* 47 4. 12 0. 7972 51 4. 06 1. 1029 
53 843 3. 97 0. 7989 2. 1147* 48 4. 04 0. 6829 51 3. 94 0. 7324 
54 812 3. 95 1. 005 1. 4974 48 4 0. 9453 50 4. 02 0. 8919 
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Table C,l. Continued 
School board Central office Elementary 
Item members peer administrators Drincioals 
no. N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 
1 92 4.52 0 .5833 100 4.39 0 .6801 142 4.29 0 .7004 
2 92 4.29 0 .6553 102 4.21 0.7491 141 4.21 0 .8411 
3 91 4.21 0 .7229 99 3.82 0 .8615 140 3.75 0 .866 
h 94 4.27 0 .6748 100 4.21 0 .6711 142 4.11 0 .7728 
5 94 4,34 0 .7267 102 4.24 0 .8346 143 4.24 0 .7687 
6 89 4.29 0 .6606 99 3.98 0 .8204 143 3.97 0 .9112 
7 85 4.35 0 .6115 96 4.23 1 .0206 135 4.19 1 .0037 
8 70 4.14 0 .7477 83 3.7 1 .2271 99 4.05 0 .9623 
9 86 4.1 0 .6865 97 3.89 0 .8401 139 3.94 0 .9229 
10 87 4.18 0 .7855 98 3.83 0 .9742 139 3.88 0 .986 
11 89 4.36 0 .7575 100 4.1 0 .7588 142 4.13 0 .8494 
12 85 4.26 0 .7739 96 3.92 0 .7493 140 3.99 0, .8608 
13 87 4.63 0 ,5929 100 4.42 0 .7808 137 4.47 0 ,6426 
14 77 4.23 0, 7236 102 4.21 0 .9682 136 4.31 0, 8138 
15 76 3.79 0, ,9426 99 3.99 1, 005 133 4.08 0. ,9215 
16 92 4.58 6831 102 4.39 0. ,7197 141 4.3 0. 9315 
17 89 4.51 0. 6763 100 4.1 0, 785 142 4.19 0. 9597 
18 85 4.4 0. 7105 92 4.27 0. 903 134 4.22 0. 8008 
19 75 4.03 0. 8849 93 3.46 1.0587 120 3.88 0. 9365 
20 81 3.91 0. 9381 94 3.69 1. 2095 135 3.56 1. 3022 
21 91 4.37 0. 6774 100 4.12 0. 8322 141 3.98 0. 874 
22 90 4.38 0. 7279 102 4.16 0. 8759 141 4.16 0. 8642 
23 88 4.55 0. 5854 99 4.54 0. 6113 137 4.53 0. 607 
24 92 4.52 0. 6373 103 4.17 0. 8335 142 4.27 0. 8764 
25 90 4.39 0, 7449 102 4.27 0. 7855 142 4.27 0. 8682 
26 90 4.09 0. 7882 102 3.82 0. 8721 142 3.97 1. 0102 
27 86 4.09 0. 7612 101 3.75 0. 9317 140 3.89 0. 9898 
28 87 4.47 0. 6258 102 4.22 0. 7914 139 4.26 0. 7833 
29 83 4.41 0. 6056 100 4.1 0. 7398 141 4.11 0. 781 
30 79 3.96 0. 6493 99 3.82 0. 9515 140 4.1 0. 8839 
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Table C.l. Continued 
School board Central office Elementary 
Item members peer administrators principals 
no. N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 
31 89 4 .12 0 .7511 101 3 .93 0 .8973 142 3 .94 0 .9469 
32 92 4 .36 0 .6216 99 4 .12 0 .6589 141 4 .04 0 .8356 
33 84 3 .85 0 .843 99 3 .66 0 .8102 137 3 .77 0 .8488 
34 82 4 .24 0 .695 91 3 .93 0 .8138 134 4 .01 0 .867 
35 82 4 .32 0 .6827 96 3 .84 0 .8121 139 3 .92 0 .8259 
36 92 4.4 0 .7272 97 4 .25 0 .8783 141 4 .35 0 .7185 
37 82 4 .21 0 .6981 89 3 .98 0 ,8254 140 3 .87 0 .8469 
38 55 3 .85 0 .7308 74 3 .34 0 .9969 136 3 .38 0 .9808 
39 62 3 .47 1 .0357 86 3 .3 0 .983 120 3 .34 1 .1038 
40 64 3 , 66 0, .9123 86 3 .57 0, 9272 134 3 .69 0 .9277 
41 87 4, .3 0 .8086 95 4 .03 0, 8807 140 4 .21 0 ,8001 
42 91 4, 19 0, .729 93 3 .87 0, ,8626 138 4 ,1 0 .7092 
43 85 4, .22 0. 6792 91 3 ,81 0. 7876 136 3. ,86 0, .8114 
44 84 3. 98 0, ,7277 96 3 ,94 0. 8311 140 3, 96 0, .7955 
45 90 4. 31 0. ,6974 96 4. ,07 0. 811 141 4, ,06 0. 7857 
46 81 3. 96 0. 8724 92 3. 78 0. 9238 141 3. 95 0. 9511 
47 74 3. 77 0. 8844 87 3. 41 0. 8833 140 3. 64 0. 823 
48 88 4. 08 0. 8335 95 3. 96 0. 811 141 4 0. 8018 
49 82 3. 96 0. 6749 95 3. 77 0. 7064 141 3. 84 0. 7863 
50 91 4. 41 0. 6828 99 4. 11 0. 8558 141 3. 87 0. 8385 
51 84 4. 3 0. 7727 93 4. 09 0. 7893 137 4. 07 0. 7689 
52 57 3. 89 0. 8385 79 3. 77 1. 0371 130 3. 83 0. 9246 
53 87 4. 14 0. 8237 97 3. 8 0. 8246 141 4. 04 0. 6482 
54 84 4. 21 0. 837 93 4. 01 1. 0161 137 3. 95 0. 9876 






































N Mean SD 
Other 
professionals 
N Mean SD 
4 .22 0 .6926 118 4 .39 0 .5852 205 4 .36 0 .6616 
4 .22 0 .8 124 4 .23 0 .7947 207 4 .39 0 .7277 
3 .85 0 .8887 124 3 .9 0.8305 204 3 .86 0 .9155 
4 .05 0 .7318 125 4.18 0 .752 208 4.12 0 .7589 
4 .15 0 .8378 124 4 .28 0 .7387 207 4 .29 0 .7126 
3 .88 0 .8924 122 4 .1 0 .7968 198 4 .05 0 .8232 
4 .03 0 .9939 114 4 .11 0 .8862 200 4 .13 1 .0072 
3 .73 1 .2868 81 4 .02 1 .0721 127 4 .12 0 .948 
3 .75 0 .9499 115 4 .1 0 .8097 190 4 .02 0 .9648 
3 .76 0 .9572 111 3 .92 0 .9642 164 4, 04 0 .9059 
4 .03 0 .8719 122 4 .25 0 .7879 205 4. ,23 0 .7435 
3 .98 0 .8254 119 4 .13 0 ,7911 201 4, ,01 0 .8426 
4 .35 0, .6589 117 4, 46 0, 7828 194 4. ,58 0, 665 
4, .35 0, 7772 117 4, ,45 0, 7131 174 4. ,47 0. 8095 
4, ,08 0, 8863 109 4, ,18 0, 8184 154 4. 34 0, 8508 
4, ,39 0. ,8381 120 4, ,33 0. ,9013 210 4. 51 0, 7593 
4. ,06 0. 8307 117 4. 26 0. 8549 202 4. 23 0. 7982 
4. 1 0. 932 119 4, 25 0. 8256 181 4. 23 0. 9241 
3. ,77 0. 9719 99 3, 67 1. 0785 139 3. 89 1. 1079 
3. 48 1. 3825 105 3. 89 1. 2004 164 3. 78 1. 1407 
4. 03 0. 781 119 4. 1 0. 8376 205 4. 06 0. 9133 
4. 24 0. 7896 124 4. 31 0. 8571 212 4. 26 0. 8995 
4. 6 0. 6194 118 4. 49 0. 6762 195 4. 48 0. 6912 
4. 42 0. 7298 125 4. 43 0. 7655 211 4. 32 0. 9114 
4. 31 0. 7556 123 4. 27 0. 8403 208 4. 38 0, 8076 
3. 86 0. 8376 126 4. 02 0. 9549 212 3. 99 0. 9951 
3. 81 0. 8774 123 4. 01 0. 9277 200 4 0. 9899 
4. 15 0. 759 122 4. 16 0. 8563 204 4. 31 0. 816 
4. 11 0. 7752 119 4. 18 0. 8127 193 4. 26 0. 7874 
4. 06 0. 7885 123 4. 2 0. 8746 209 4. 27 0. 807 
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Table C.l. Continued 
Seconcary Other 
Item principals Subordinates professionals 
no. N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD 
31 91 3 .96 0 .7876 120 4 .2 0 .8054 203 3 .91 0 .9576 
32 90 4 .09 0 .7591 121 4 .21 0 .6821 204 4 .19 0 .835 
33 87 3 .77 0 .7424 119 3 .91 0 .8635 185 3 .94 0 .8796 
34 87 3 .95 0 .7457 105 4 .17 0 .6424 183 4 .06 0 .8591 
35 90 3 .98 0 .8866 118 3 .92 0.8786 209 3 .91 0 .9127 
36 92 4 .28 0 .7312 121 4 .32 0 .8487 207 4 .39 0 .857 
37 90 3 .94 0 .8914 113 4 .12 0 .7648 209 3 .89 1 .0173 
38 84 3 .33 0 .9611 102 3 .4 0 .8929 191 3 .31 1, 1304 
39 86 3 .1 1 .085 101 3 .3 1 .054 167 3 .16 1 .2337 
40 86 3 .33 1 .1108 110 3, .51 0 .9744 181 3 .6 1, 1337 
41 90 4, 08 0 .7964 112 4, 04 0 ,9622 198 4, 34 0, 8389 
42 87 3, 79 0, 8089 114 3, 97 0 ,8033 187 4, ,08 0, 8545 
43 86 3, 57 0, 8337 110 3. ,82 0, 8035 185 3. ,72 0. 9874 
44 91 3. 67 0. ,809 113 3. 87 0. ,9307 205 3. 76 0. 8442 
45 89 4. 04 0. 7964 118 4, 2 0. 8629 199 4 0. 9017 
46 88 3. 77 1. 0799 120 3. 82 1. 0041 201 3. 73 1. 0676 
47 87 3. 29 0. 9872 115 3. 46 0. 9393 201 3. 39 0. 9746 
48 90 3. 78 0. 9919 121 3. 84 0. 9129 204 3. 87 0. 9711 
49 90 3. 48 0. 9023 117 3. 82 0. 8572 203 3. 68 0. 8839 
50 91 4.08 0. 8722 122 4. 12 0. 9411 207 4. 07 0. 0595 
51 86 3. 98 0. 8398 120 4. 11 0. 9275 201 4. 2 0. 8001 
52 85 4. 04 0. 8653 104 3. 8 0. 9387 175 3. 67 1. 1256 
53 91 3. 86 0. 8508 120 3. 88 0. 8846 208 4. 04 0. 8183 
54 88 3. 77 1. 101 117 3. 94 0. 9675 195 3. 87 1. 0836 
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SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF THE RATER GROUPS 
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Table D.l. Significant differences between means of the rater groups" 
Means 
Aoorox. N 848 48 51 92 100 142 92 118 205 
Cur. Sch. C.O. El. Sec. Other 
Item no Total Supt. Admin. Board Peers Prin. Prin. Subord . Prof. 
1 4.35 4.13* 4.43* 4 .52* 4.39* 4.29 4.22 4 .39* 4.36* 
1 4.35 4.13 4.43 4 .52* 4.39 4.29 4.22* 4 .39 4,36 
1 4.35 4.13 4.43 4 .52* 4.39 4.29* 4.22 4 .39 4.36 
3 3.9 4.06* 4.04 4 .21* 3.82 3.75* 3.85 3 .9 3.86 
3 3.9 4.06 4.04 4 .21* 3.82* 3.75 3.85 3 .9 3.86 
3 3.9 4.06 4.04 4 .21* 3.82 3.75 3.85* 3 .9 3.86 
3 3.9 4.06 4.04 4 .21* 3.82 3.75 3.85 3 .9 3.86* 
3 3.9 4.06 4.04 4 .21* 3.82 3.75 3.85 3 .9* 3.86 
6 4.03 3.18* 4.06 4 .29* 3.98 3.97 3.88 4 .1* 4.05 
6 4.03 3.18 4.06 4 .29* 3.98 3.97 3.88* 4 .1 4.05 
6 4.03 3.18 4.06 4.29* 3.98 3.97* 3.88 4 .1 4.05 
6 4.03 3.18 4.06 4 .29* 3.98* 3.97 3.88 4 .1 4.05 
8 3.89 3.58* 3.23* 4 .14* 3.7* 4.05* 3.73* 4 .02* 4.12* 
8 3.89 3.58* 3.23 4, 14* 3.7 4.05* 3.73 4 .02* 4.12* 
8 3.89 3.58 3.23 4, , 14* 3.7* 4.05 3.73 4, 02 4.12* 
8 3.89 3.58 3.23 4, ,14* 3.7 4.05 3.73* 4, 02 4.12* 
10 3.93 3.79 3.92 4. 18* 3.83 3.88 3.76* 3. ,92 4.04 
10 3.93 3.79* 3.92 4, 18* 3.83 3.88 3.76 3. 92 4.04 
10 3.93 3.79 3.92 4. 18* 3.83* 3.88 3.76 3. 92 4.04 
15 4.12 3.88 4.45* 3. 79* 3.99 4.08 4.08 4. 18* 4.34* 
15 4.12 3.88* 4.45* 3. 79 3.99 4.08 4.08 4. 18* 4.34* 
15 4.12 3.88 4.45* 3. 79 3.99* 4.08 4.08 4. 18 4.34* 
15 4.12 3.88 4.45* 3. 79 3.99 4.08* 4.08 4. 18 4.34 
15 4.12 3.88 4.45* 3. 79 3.99 4.08 4.08* 4. 18 4.34 
17 4.21 3.96* 4.29* 4. 51* 4.1 4.19 4.06 4. 26* 4.23 
17 4.21 3.96 4.29 4. 51* 4.1 4.19 4.06* 4. 26 4.23 
17 4.21 3.96 4.29 4. 51* 4.1* 4.19 4.06 4. 26 4.23 
17 4.21 3.96 4.29 4. 51* 4.1 4.19* 4.06 4. 26 4.23 
°The groups marked with the pound sign (#) are enrollment groups 
which have means significantly lower (.05 level) than the groups marked 
with the asterisk (*). If more than one group had significantly different 
means, the means are listed two or three times as necessary. 
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Table D.l, Continued 
Means 
Aoorox. N 848 48 51 92 100 142 92 118 205 
Cur. Sch. C 1.0. El. Sec. Other 
Item no Total SUDt. Admin, , Board Peers Prin. Prin. Subord . Prof. 
19 3.77 3.67 3.64 4.03* 3 .46* 3.88* 3.77 3.67 3.89* 
19 3.77 3.67 3.64* 4.03* 3 .46 3.88 3.77 3.67 3.89 
19 3.77 3.67 3.64 4.03* 3 .46 3.88 3.77 3.67* 3.89 
21 4.11 4.19 4.25 4.37* 4 .12 3.98* 4.03 4.1 4.06 
21 4.11 4.19 4.25 4.37* 4 .12 3.98 4.03* 4.1 4.06 
21 4,11 4.19 4.25 4.37* 4 .12 3.98 4.03 4.1 4.06* 
27 3.95 3.94 4.24* 4.09* 3 .75* 3.89 3.81 4.01 4 
27 3.95 3.94 4.24* 4.09 3 .75 3.89 3.81* 4.01 4 
27 3.95 3.94 4.24* 4.09 3 .75 3.89* 3.81 4.01 4 
30 4.08 3.79* 4 3.96 3 .82 4.1* 4.06 4.2* 4.27* 
30 4.08 3.79 4 3.96 3 .82* 4.1* 4.06 4.2* 4.27* 
30 4.08 3.79 4 3.96* 3 .82 4.1 4.06 4.2 4.27* 
32 4.15 3.86* 4.14* 4.36* 4 ,12* 4.04 4.09 4.21* 4.19* 
32 4.15 3.86 4.14 4.36* 4 ,12 4.04* 4.09 4.21 4.19 
32 4.15 3.86 4.14 4.36* 4, 12 4.04 4.09* 4.21 4.19 
34 4.03 3.85 3.84* 4.24* 3. ,93 4.01 3.95 4.17* 4.06 
34 4.03 3.85* 3.84 4.24* 3, 93 4." 01 3.95 4.17* 4.06 
34 4.03 3.85 3.84 4.24* 3, 93* 4.01 3.95 4.17 4.06 
34 4.03 3.85 3.84 4.24* 3. 93 4.01 3.95* 4.17 4.06 
35 3.95 3.92 3.86 4.32* 3. 84* 3.92 3.98 3.92 3.91 
35 3.95 3.92 3.86* 4.32* 3. 84 3.92 3.98 3.92 3.91 
35 3.95 3.92 3.86 4.32* 3. 84 3.92 3.98 3.92 3.91* 
35 3.95 3.92* 3.86 4.32* 3. 84 3.92 3.98 3.92 3.91 
35 3.95 3.92 3.86 4.32* 3. 84 3.92* 3.98 3.92 3.91 
35 3.95 3.92 3.86 4.32* 3. 84 3.92 3.98 3.92* 3.91 
35 3.95 3.92 3.86 4.32* 3. 84 3.92 3.98* 3.92 3.91 
37 3.99 4.1 4.1 4.21* 3. 98 3.87* 3.94 4.12 3.89 
37 3.99 4.1 4.1 4.21* 3. 98 3.87 3.94 4.12 3.89* 
38 3.4 3.54 3.41 3.85* 3. 34 3.38 3.33 3.4 3.31* 
38 3.4 3.54 3.41 3.85* 3. 34 3.38 3.33* 3.4 3.31 
38 3.4 3.54 3.41 3.85* 3. 34* 3.38 3.33 3.4 3.31 
38 3.4 3.54 3.41 3.85* 3. 34 3.38* 3.33 3.4 3.31 
38 3,4 3.54 3.41 3.85* 3. 34 3.38 3.33 3.4* 3.31 
38 3.4 3.54 3.41* 3.85* 3. 34 3.38 3.33 3.4 3.31 
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Table D.l. Continued 
Means 
Aporox. N 848 48 51 92 100 142 92 118 205 
Cur. Sch. C.O. El. Sec. Other 
Item no Total Sup t. Admin. Board Peers Prin. Prin. Subord. Prof. 
41 4.17 3.98* 4.12 4.3* 4.03 4.21 4.08 4.04 4.34* 
41 4.17 3.98 4.12 4.3 4.03* 4.21 4.08 4.04 4.34* 
41 4.17 3.98 4.12 4.3 4.03 4.21 4.08 4.04* 4.34* 
42 4.02 4.02 4.02 4.19* 3.87 4.1* 3.79* 3.97 4.08* 
42 4 .02 4 .02 4 .02 4 .19* 3 .87* 4 .1 3 .79 3 .97 4 .08 
43 3 .8 3 .69 3 .67 4 .22* 3 .81 3 .86* 3 .57* 3 .82 3 .72 
43 3 .8 3 .69 3 .67* 4 .22* 3 .81 3 .86 3 .57 3 .82 3 .72 
43 3 .8 3 .69* 3 .67 4 .22* 3 .81 3 .86 3 .57 3 .82 3 .72 
43 3 .8 3 .69 3 .67 4 .22* 3 .81 3 .86 3 .57 3 .82 3 .72* 
43 3 .8 3 .69 3 .67 4 .22* 3 .81* 3 .86 3 .57 3 .82 3 .72 
43 3 .8 3 .69 3 .67 4 .22* 3 .81 3 .86 3 .57 3 .82* 3 .72 
43 3 .8 3 .69 3 .67 4 .22* 3 .81 3 .86* 3 .57 3 .82 3 .72 
44 3 .94 4 .31* 4 .14* 3 .98 3 .94 3 .96 3 .67 3 .87 3 .76* 
44 3 .94 4 .31* 4 .14 3 .98 3 .94 3 .96 3 .67 3 .87* 3 . 76 
44 3 .94 4 .31* 4 .14 3 .98 3 .94* 3 .96 3 .67 3 .87 3 .76 
44 3 .94 4 .31* 4 .14 3 .98 3 .94 3 .96 3 .67* 3 .87 3 . 76 
44 3 .94 4 .31* 4 .14 3 .98* 3 .94 3 .96 3 .67 3 .87 3 .76 
44 3 .94 4 .31* 4 .14 3 .98 3 .94 3 .96* 3 .67 3 .87 3 . 76 
47 3. ,5 3, 74* 3, 55 3, 77* 3, 41 3 .64* 3 .29* 3, 46 3, 39 
47 3, 5 3, , 74* 3, 55 3. 77* 3, 41 3, 64 3, 29 3, 46 3, , 39* 
47 3. ,5 3. 74* 3, 55 3, 77* 3, 41* 3, 64 3, 29 3, , 46 3, 39 
47 3. ,5 3. ,74 3. ,55 3. 77* 3. 41 3. ,64 3. ,29 3. 46* 3, ,39 
49 3. 73 3. 71 3. 47* 3. 96* 3. 77* 3. 84* 3. 48 3. 82* 3. 68 
49 3. 73 3. 71 3. 47 3. 96* 3. 77* 3. 84* 3. 48* 3. 82* 3. 68 
49 3. 73 3. 71 3. 47 3. 96* 3. 77 3. 84 3. 48 3. 82 3. 68* 
50 4. 11 4. 29* 4. 18* 4. 41* 4. 11 3, 87* 4. 08 4. 12 4. 07 
50 4. 11 4. 29 4. 18 4. 41* 4. 11 3. 87 4. 08* 4. 12 4. 07 
50 4, 11 4. 29 4. 18 4. 41* 4. 11 3. 87 4. 08 4. 12 4. 07* 
50 4. 11 4. 29 4. 18 4. 41* 4. 11* 3. 87 4. 08 4. 12 4. 07 
50 4. 11 4. 29 4. 18 4. 41* 4. 11 3. 87 4. 08 4. 12* 4. 07 
52 3. 84 4. 12* 4. 06* 3. 89 3. 77 3. 83* 4. 04 3. 8 3. 67* 
53 3. 97 4. 04 3. 94 4. 14* 3. 8* 4. 04 3. 86 3. 88 4. 04 
53 3. 97 4. 04 3. 94 4. 14* 3. 8 4. 04 3. 86* 3. 88 4. 04 
